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Abstrakt/Abstract

Clanek je ¥novan odvodnsni, projasiini a také kritickému zhodnoceni pémd zkratkovitého
hesla o ,primatu praxe“, ktery W&ith mnoha americkych interpfefpredstavuje spotemého
jmenovatele Heideggerova dila a pragmatismu v 8itoklova smyslu. V mém podani nésaje
Heideggetiv diraz na praxi ani tak kipvraceni tradini hierarchie, podle niz &v nejprve
poznavame, abychom ¥m mohli jednat, ale spiSe kghodnoceni ontologického ramce,dmz
byla otdzka ohledhpiednosti teorieii praxe az dosud kladena. V drutdsti proto ukazu, jak
Heideggerovo osobité pojeti praxe souvisi s jehozrebyti wci a nds samotnych, a podam
davody, pr@ na rozdil od Dreyfusova, Okrentova a Blattneroymezeni primatu praxe odmitam
chapat vesSkerou srozumitelnost lidského Zzivota &tasyako rco odvozeného z naSeho
kazdodenniho, praktického obstaravani.

This paper aims to justify, elucidate and critigadlssess a rather elliptical slogan ,about the
primacy of practice”, which represents in the egésnany American interpreters the common
denominator of Heideggerian phenomenology and paséigm in a broad sense of the term. From
my perspective, Heidegger's insistence on the mdimbpractical association with things is not to
be understood as an inversion of the traditionalachy, according to which we have to know the
world prior to acting upon it, but rather as aregral part of his attempt to rebuild the ontologica
framework, in which the question of primary praetiar theory used to be formulated. | will then
show the connection between Heidegger’s originabant of practice and his intention to revise
both the notion of the “things themselves” and tldion of the entity that we ourselves are.
Finally, | will justify my reluctance towards thelaamn common to Dreyfus’, Okrent’'s and
Blattner’s interpretations, according to which th&lligibility of both human life and world is to
be understood as something derivative from ouryelasr coping with the surrounding world.

! Tentoc¢lanek vznikl za podpory grantového projektu GR ,Pragmaticky obrat ve fenomenologii
(GA14-07043S).
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Cum grano salislze fici, Ze americk& recepce Heideggera se tdogniho zamitavého
postoje, inspirovaného logickym positivismentep misionské obdolfi a prvotni snahy

o wérnou interpretaci a erudovanou rekonstrukci Heigeggych argumeiit zahrnujici i
prvni vyznamné feklady v 50. a 60. letech, posunula az k osobit@f@mancipace, které se
od paatku 70. let nezdraha zachazet s HeideggerovymzedkaolrEji, tj. méns exegeticky

a netidka synkreticky, a ktera se vyzige osobitym drazem na primat praxe jako
vychodiska pro revizi tradhich epistemologickych i ontologickych feupoklad.

V piednaskach H. Dreyfuse na Kalifornské univerziBerkeley se Heideggerovo pojeti byti-
ve-s\wté nejprve stava vitanou alternativoucy pievazig scientistické orientaci analytické
filosofie a pilezitosti ke zpochylimi reprezentacionalistickych vychodisek soudobé
epistemologie a filosofie mysli. Na sklonku 70. $etpak Heidegger v reinterpretaci Richarda
Rortyho ocit4 vdsné blizkosti jak Deweyho kritiky divacke teoriezpéni, tak i pragmatismu

v Siroce chapaném smyslu. Odhalovani pragmatickyaimenti v Heideggero¥ dile a
rozvedeni teze orpdnosti praktického zvlddanijowing how pied nezaujatym teoretickym
vykladem knowing that se nakonecietvéi ve specificky obor zkoumani, nédmz se podili
Siroka skupina Dreyfusovych spolupracovnik]. Haugeland, M. Okrent) a Zak(M.
Wrathall, W. Blattner, S. Crowell) a ktery rozvijdiaké prace filosdf navazujicich na
Rortyho (R. Brandom). S ohledem na tento kontexttgja hlavni zanr piedlozené stati k
projasrni porekud zkratkovitého hesla o ,primatu praxe“, kteryosich vySe uvedenych
interpreft predstavuje spotmého jmenovatele mezi Heideggerovou fenomenologii a
pragmaticky orientovanoutasti post-analytické filosofie. Tato konfrontaceozdi smefuje
objektivizujici tematizaci na stranlruhé. Za timto cilem bud#eba odlisit epistemologicky a
ontologicky vyznam Heideggerova prohlaseni, podjé se s ¥cmi nejprve setkdvame jako
spragmaty a nikoli jako s pednety charakterizovanymi svymi konstatovatelnymi
vlastnostmi. Na jedné stranjde bezpochyby o epistemologicky primat praktiakéh
porozungni wvaéi nezaujatému pohledwi teoretickému vykladu, ktery H. Dreyfus
charakterizuje slovy: ,Situované uzivani preski je v rgjakém smyslu prvotni 0&i
pouhému pohlizeni nasei.“® Jest neZ vsak odhalime, v jakém konkrétnim smyslu lze t
prvoradost chapat, jerdba na strahdruhé pedejmout, Ze Heideggerovi ani zdaleka nejde
o revizi prevladajiciho modelu ,teorie poznani“, ale o vyprgod nové ontologie, v jejimz
ramci je ,to, co je odhaleno zachazenim, ontologizékladrjSi, nez jsou substance s jejich
uritymi a na kontextu nezavislymi vlastnostrfii.

2 Tento termin nevolim nahodile, nebprvni recepce aipklady Heideggera v Americe vznikaji
skute&né na teologickych, fevazré katolickych katedrach a prvnteklady jeho &l u Harper & Row
vychéazeji v kolekci ,Religious Perspectives” vedé Karla Jaspersé& Paula Tillicha.

® Dreyfus (1991, s. 61).
* Tamtéz.

http://filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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Primat praxe jako epistemologicka teze

Jak bylo nazngeno v Ovodu, #Sina nejvlivigjSich americkych interprét poiinaje H.
Dreyfusem, pes M. Okrenta, R. Rortyho a W. Blattnera az po RinBoma zdraziuje jako
jeden z nejvyznan#gich motiva 1. oddiluByti acasu,primat praxe” primacy of practicg
jejz nag. W. Blattner shrnuje jako epistemologickou tezpodle niZz rozumnost a
srozumitelnost lidského Zivota spea primar v pred-kognitivni praxi a podle niz je
poznani B&m odvozenym i této praxi.® Touto prvdadou praxi minf interpreti zejména
to, co sam Heidegger nazyva ,obstaravajicim zactia¥e[Besorgende Umgaihg,které
né&im manipuluje a &o pouZiva a které ma &vvlastni zmisob ,poznani® a pro wz

v témZe paragrafu uvadi v zavoiezky termintpaéic, jako by se jednalo o synonyma. Jak
dale plyne z vySe uvedené citace, toto obstardvagichazeni séemi neni a-teoretické ve
smyslu, Ze by postradalo ¥ a rozumdni, nybrz disponuje svym vlastnim tgmbem
pohlizeni, ktery Heidegger nazyva prakticky ohlédmgichi a ktery gedchazi kazde
moZznosti 8co poznat v jeho vlastnostech.

Tento prakticky ohled sei@sto od teoretického vykladu liSi za prvé tim, Ze
netematizuje a nergdmetinuje, nebd se chapedci ve s¥tle ukolu, jenz ma byt vykonan. Ve
znamém Heideggereé\piikladu je kladivo pra¥ takovou ¥ci, s niZz se primagnesetkdvame
jako s tematizovanym ipdmétem, tj. objektem poznatelnym v jeho vlastnostegle, jako
s prostedkem ,k réemu®. Chopit se kladiva neznamena vypozorovat jeh
konstatovatelnych vlastnosti, Ze by se tim dallpmat hrebiky.

,Cim mér kladivo pouze okukujeme, tim zZmgji je pouzivame, tim jovodngjsi
je nas vztah kému a tim nejzagensji se s nim setkavame jako s tithn je, totiz
kladivem.“

Tento Heideggév piiklad je citovan vSemi pragmaticky orientovanymimientatory pray
proto, Ze odhaluje praktické chovani jak@vednjSi vrstvu gistupu k ¥cem: praktické
odhaleni ¥ci v jejich vhodnosti a nevhodnosti pro dany ukétdrhazi zpedmétiujicimu
postoji ke s¥tu, ktery je pouze odvozenym modem naSeho pohr@mnbemetematického
zachazeni sdmi?

Pro vykazani pragmatické teze, podle niz je tezkétpojimani &im odvozenynti
piimo parazitujicim na prakticky orientovaném poroZnimvsak nestd dolozit, Ze se nam
véci zprvu odhaluji ve své sluzebnosti, vhodnostievhodnosti k jisté praxi, ale jgeba také

®Blattner (2007, s. 17).
® Heidegger (1996, s. 87).
"Tamtéz, s. 89.

8 Srov. interpretaci tohotaiikladu jako prokazujiciho prim&now-howvici know-thatu H. Dreyfuse:
.,fozumet kladivu neznamenagdét, Ze kladiva maji takové a takové vlastnostzaslouzi k jistym
Gcelim — nebo Ze zacélem zatloukani jeféba dodrZovat jisty postup, riégad uchopit kladivo do
ruky atd. Rozurt kladivu znamen& na nejzaklagi rovirg spiSevedet, jak zatloukat.” (Dreyfus
1991, s. 184).

http://filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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v s

vyswtlit genezi postoje nezaujaté kontemplace z onoheogrgjSiho, zainteresovaného
porozungni. H. Dreyfus i M. Okrent se tento zrod teorie zéklad praxe snazi postihnout
rozvinutim Heideggerem pékud stroze n&tnutych odka# na praktickou motivaci ke
zmeéné postoje, ktera se ohlaSuje kipmdech, kdy se prasdky naSicinnosti stavaji
napadnymi, naléhavymti neodbytnymi. B zatloukani kebiku kladivem nepéebuiji
explicitni predstavu kladiva v jeho vlastnostech; o kladivo jpkedmét se z&inam zajimat
teprve tehdy, ukaze-li saapadnév rékterych svych aspektech (riédad jako kluzké),
naléhavé(nagiklad tam, kde neni po ruce) neodbytnénagiklad doZzadujici se opravy).
Zejména Dreyfus Zdaziuje postupnou,fistupiovou strukturu d&chto naruseni, jez maiji
v posledku vydat pi®t 0 genezi nezaujatého, teoretického postejeri pouhém narusenf
hladké ¢innosti, do niz jsme pohrouzeni, se pfedek stav&ist¢ napadnym, ale rychlé
postehnuti kkteré z jeho vlastnosti nam umozni rychlé zjedna@pravy a dalSi uvedenéai
do provozu; b) déasnd poruchati nahla absence fjpuéniho jsoucna nas vytrhava
z pohrouzeni a vede ke zvazovani, vjehoz ramcikeni skut&né gedstavy ohledh
predmétnosti prostedki, které si naléhav Zadaji feSeni; c) avSak teprve trvalé selhani,
souvisejici s neodbytnosti, vede od praktickéh@avani k teoretickému zajmu dealnety.
Duvodem, pr¢ prostedek vyvstava jako ipdnet a lezi ged nami ve svych napadnych
vlastnostech, je jeho nahla dysfunkce, nebo jinggmao to, co si s nim gé&. Struktura
piiru¢nich jsoucen se stane zjevnou a vyslovnou tepiwve kdeclovek vystoupil z divérné
znadmé souvislosti, v jejimAidledku se jejich svébytnost drzi v pozadi.

s v

Ve vSech &chto stupnich jefitom zdirazreno preruseni probihajiciho zvladaniet
prostedki jako nutna podminka k zaujeti teoretického postoghba praw v té mfe, v niz
jsoucna pichazeji o svou iru¢nost, se zaroveohlaSuji ve svych vlastnostech a ve své
vyskytovosti. Je vSak pouhym odstupem od manipuldosazeno poznani, potazmo
védeckého postoje? Heidegger nékterych mistech naztaje, Ze poznani éei v jejich
aspektech jefimym disledkem zdrzeni se veSkerého pouzivani:

»Toto pohlizeni znamena vzdycky zéaiit se ugitym zpisobem na..., vzit si to, co
se vyskytuje, na musku. [...] V takovém ,zdrZzovémiu — které je zdrzenim se
kazdé manipulace a pouZzivani — uskhtge se pojimani toho, co se vyskytuje.
Toto pojimani probiha tim Apobem, Ze oslovujeme a vyslovujemim jako
néco.“1°

Vypoved ,kladivo je €z2ké", v niz vyslovujeme kladivo jakoéoo ukitého, se fitom sama
vyzna&uje jistou stupovitou genezi, jejiz Keny Wzi v praxi a jejim peruSeni: zaprvé
spaiivd na pivodrejSim odlozeni kladiva v jeho nevhodnosti, za druh&Zze byt toto
praktické odloZzeni osvojeno konstatovanim jednolaspeki tohoto kladiva v jehciré
vyskytovosti, s odhlédnutim od jehdelu a zasazeni do kontextu dilny.édéni-ze" tak ma
byt vyswtleno v terminech ,§déni-jak* a zisk&ni objektivnich, pojm&wexplicitnich obsain

° Dreyfus (1991, s. 69-83).
1 Heidegger (1996, s. 81).

http://filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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ma byt vyloZeno v terminech toho, co je implicimiepojmovych Gkonech prax&Poznani
véci v jejich vlastnostech by pak skémeé bylo pouze derivativnim modem obstaravani, ve
shod s tezi o primatu praxe tak, jak ji vymezil Blattne

Proti této interpretaci je vSak nutno namitnoutzdezeni se veSkeré manipulace je dost
moZznda nutnou, nikoli vSak dostat®u podminkou pro zrod teoretického pojimani jsaucn
v jeho ¢iré vyskytovosti. ,Hola fakta“ jednoduSe nevznikguze tim, Ze odhlédneme od
kontextu naSich zajina praktickych poukaz Sam Heidegger upozaije, Ze teoreticky
postoj nenize byt redukovan n&isté pohlizeniti ,strnulé zirani“.

~Je nasna#l charakterizovat prodmu z ,praktického* zachazeni a pouZzivani
piiruénich prostedki na ,teoretické” badani taktatisté pohlizeni na jsoucno
vznika tim, Ze se obstardvani zdrzi jakéhokoli aaehi. Pro ,vznik" teoretického
postoje by pak bylo rozhodujici zmizeni praxe. Prayjdeme-li od toho, Ze
primérni a pevladajici zfsob byti faktického pobytu je ,praktické” obstaraija
bude ,teorie” za svou ontologickou moZnostgit chykéni praxe, to znamena
ur¢ité privaci. AvSak vyazeni ukitého specifického zachazeni z obstaravaci
¢innosti nezanechd po sbiednoduse ohled, ktery je vedl, jakeéjaky zbytek.
Obstaravani se v takovéntipact naopak pesune vyhradhdo jistého ,uz jen
hledni kolem sebe'. Tim vSak j&Shikterak neni dosaZzeno ,teoretického” postoje
védy.“?

Jak tedy vys#tlit ,vznik* teoretického postoje ke ,s%u“ na zaklad piavodrgjSiho,

praktického obstaravani jsoucna? Nejedna se pouzmrochouéi jinym nedostatkem
motivovany odstup od dalSiho manipulovani, nybrégetkovou zm¢nu porozunini, v rimz

misto zvazovani ifrucniho jsoucna v praktickém ohledu pojimame toto ¢eou jako

vyskytové. Prormdna praktického obstardvani v teoretické odkryvamippk prominou

netematického rozuéni jsoucnu v jehoifiru¢nosti v tematickou vypasd’, ktera zpitomnuje

jsoucno v jehociré vyskytovosti ,zde a nyni“. Ma-li se nitro&eké jsoucno ukézat
v souvislosti picin a &inka, je teba rozvrhnout byti fedneta jinak, nez tomu bylo
v praktickém ohledu vedenéngalem, jehoz ma byt teprve dosazeno. Tatitamnujici a

objektivizujici tematizace iiom nevede k naprostému vytrZzeni nitrétského jsoucna
z jakéhokoli kontextu, ale ipdpoklada novy typ re-kontextualizace, kterou Hegimbe

charakterizuje v souvislosti se vznikem nodk& prirodowdy jako ,matematicky rozvrh
veécnosti®:

»rento rozvrh pedchidné odkryva rco stéle se vyskytujiciho (materii) a otevira
horizont pro smrodatny Zetel k jeho kvantitativé urcitelnym konstitutivnim
momentim (pohybu, sile, poloze &su). Teprve ,ve s¥le" takto rozvrzené
piirody Ize najit gco takového jako ,faktum“ a zasadit je dédeckého pokusu
timto rozvrhem regulativh vymezeného. ,ZaloZzeni* gdy o faktech* bylo

" Srov. Brandom (2002, s. 77).
2 Heidegger (1996, s. 357—-358).

http://filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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mozné jen proto, Ze badatelé pochopili: zasadeexistuji zadna ,pouha
fakta“.“'3

Z uvedené citace jggimé, Ze prorkna obstaravajiciho zachazeni v novysgb porozuréni
jsoucrim v jejich ugitelnych vlastnostechipdpoklada specificky druh ukénprovadnych
védou od doby Galileiho poZzadavku na geometrické peho girodnich jew. V porovnani

s Husserlovymi analyzami matematické idealiza¢gogdy se Heideggév strueny né&rt
~-matematického rozvrhuéenosti“ mize zdat jako §iliS povSechny. Pro konstituci objékt
piirodnich ¥d je prece rozhodujici dalSi Sirokd Skala metodickych,alidgjicich a
formalizujicich operaci, s#ujicich k zachyceni gkterych rysi prirodnich jsoucen jako
platnych pro kazdou racionalni bytost. Protorgha vzit v Uvahu i takové principy, jako je
vyswtleni girodnich jewi pomocicisté kauzality, dale postupétieni umoaujici dosgt k
objektivitt jako té dimenzi ssta, ktera je identicka pro kazdého badatele, a &@né
mySlenka neffmé matematizace, kter&eglpoklada, Zze pro jednotlivé kvalitativni danosti
naSi zkuSenosti (jako je niapbarva) nalezneme ekvivalent ¥ige matematické oblasti
casoprostorovych forem (jako je rfaplnova délka). Tato namitka je opréma do té miry,
v niz Husserlovy podroksi analyzy Iépe charakterizuji onu svébytnou pritéra umoznila
Gspch a @innost novo¥ké matematické firodowdy. Z heideggerovskych pozic by bylo
mozno od¥tit, Ze vSechny vySe uvedené vykonkegpokladaji jako svou podminku ono
zpredmétiujici pohlizeni na firodu jako na celkovou souvislost #mpoloh materialnich
téles vcase, ktery je f@veden na linearni sled jednotlivych dte Piesto mam za to, zZe
Hussenliv rozbor Ukoii spjatych s novatkou geometrizaciffrody, by jej Ize povazovat za
komplementarni vzhledem k Heideggeroymatematickému rozvrhu éenosti“, ukazuje
s WtSi konkreci, prd pro genezi teoretického postoje neni rozhodujicizeni praxe, ale
naopak svébytny druh formalizujicich operaci, jegngnuji pavodni Zivotni vztahy v fesré
uchopitelnddealia.

Tato Uvaha o teorii jako svébytném druliinnosti nas tak vede Kk igsréni a
Casténému @ehodnoceni onoho primatu praxe, ktery jearadiovan pragmatickymi
interprety Heideggerova dila: spiSe neztrevpaceni hierarchického p@nu teorie a praxe
oproti tradici jde spiSe o zpochym zasadniho rozdilu mezi &ha postoji. Stejf jako
praxe neni a-teoreticka vtom smyslu, Ze by ji ¢hybastni ohled, steghtak teorie neni
prosté vlastnich Ukdn které z nicini praxi sui generis disponujici vlastnimi dovednostmi
Smysl Heideggerovy revize tr&di dichotomie teorie a praxe by tak byl blize Rbaygnaze
0 prosazeni ,pragmatické koncepce poznani, ktérérelje recké rozliSeni mezi kontemplaci
a jednanim, mezi reprezentovaninétava jeho zvladanim-* Heideggeitv diraz na praktické
vyrovnavani se se &tem jako mvodni vrstvou odhalovani jeho vyznamiitom Rorty uvadi
do souvislosti s Deweyho kritikodivacké teorie poznanirento termin zavedl Dewey pro
ozna&eni kartezidnsko-lockovské koncepca&ami jako reprezentace &j@iho sw¥ta, podle
niz se pravdivé poznani zaklddd na specialnich iadruznentalnich jfedstav ¥rné

13 Heidegger (1996, s. 395).
1 Rorty (2012, s. 20).

http://filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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zobrazujicich transcendentni skimest. Zejména Lockova metafora mysli jako temné
komory pak vede kipdsta¥, Ze rozumit znamend pojmout ¥Bi zkuSenost na zaklad
vnitinich reprezentaci, které ji v mesvétSi mie adekvaté zobrazuji:

,VNESi a vnitni smyslové vnimani jsou jedinymitwhody, [...] jimiZ se poznani
dostavé do rozumu. Jen ty samotné [...] jsou okmyiZjise pivadi s\wtlo do oné
temné komorydark roonj. Zda se mi totiz, Ze chapanirderstandinfse ilis
neliSi od konirky, zcela wi¢i swtlu uzavené, ponechavajici volné jen malé
Sterbinky, aby se umozZznilo vpusti zpodobenin viditelnych éei, ¢ili ideji véci
zvnejSku. Kdyby obrazy, fichazejici do takové temnice, v ni pouzéstaly
uspdadar uloZzeny, aby mohly byt vifpad poteby vyhledany, velmi by se to
podobalo chipéanilovéka, a to vzhledem ke vSem zrakovym objekta jejich
ideam.?°

Duraz na praktickou angazovanost naSeho bytiéei, \kterd disponuje vlastnim stylem
rozumeni, jde v tomto ohledu ruku v ruce s kritikou zapdiené myslici ,vnitini sféry”, na
jejiz padé by pak n&l byt vykazan vznik objektivity a WjSiho s¥ta s jeho narokem na
platnost. Heideggév diraz na zjednavajici postoj ke éty tak vede nejen ke kritice
novowké teorie poznani, vychézejici ze studigdomi v reflexivnim postoji, ale i
k radikalnimu zpochybimi Husserlovy teze o primaturquistavy, spéivajici v prohldSeni
objektivizujicich, ,kladoucich* akt védomi za ®&co, co nutd predchézi veSkerym akn
jednani, hodnoceni a emociondlnim hnutim. Hussarlgwlemika s Brentanovym
psychologismem samigme zpochyhiuje pojeti psyckina, charakterizovaného intencionalni
inexistenci objektu ve&domi. Intencionalita je Husserlovi dynamikou, ktergstém smyslu
vytvari vztah k pednttu (jakoZto syntéze rozmanitosti). Intencionalidké nenivliastnosti
védomi, ale zpsobem, jimZ jsme ex-centricky vzdy uz &l takZze Heideggerovu kritiku
zapouzdené mysli nelze vztahnout na Husserla samotnéhoz jmtencionalni analyzy taktéz
smetuji k opuSéni koncepce mysli jako substance (natoz pak tenum@oky), v niz by se
.-nachazely" gedstavy. Navzdoryémto vydobytkim vSak u Husserlaiptrvavaji rkteré
zbytky kartesianismu, patrné zejména v jehimadu na zakladajici ulohu, ktera v naSem
intencionalnim vztahovani se kesynalezi objektivizujicim akim.

Tak je zV. Logického zkoumardejmé, Ze i tam, kde Husserl uznava praktickou i
emocionalni intencionalitu coby svébytné modaliitencionélniho zasteni, charakterizuje
afektivni a volni proZitky jaka@aloZenéna fredsta¢.'® A praw z perspektivy Heideggerovy
reflexe o praktické dimenzi naSehdvpdniho potykani s&cmi se lze ptat, zda priméat, ktery
Husserl pidéluje objektivujicim akim, neni jen pedsudkem motivovanym snahou o zalozeni
logiky na pevnych a geranych zakladech. By tedy Husserl neopomiji vzgjemnou
provazanost volnich a afektivnich &lg povazuje poznani samo z&m motivovaného nasim
praktickym zajmem o s¥, z pragmatického hlediska mu Izetist, Ze v &chto komplexnich
prozitcich nepravem postuluje jisté ,jadro smyslkteré by n&lo swij objektivizujici

> Locke (1984, s. 115).
'8 Srov. Husserl (2010, s. 396—-398).
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charakter a které by stalo jakdvodnsjSi zaklad, nesouci afektivni a praktické vrstégami.
Praw v protikladu k gmto tezim pak ziskava novy vyznaniraz na praxi jako jvodni
zpasob, v #mzZ se lidska existence vyrovnava sétem. Jestlize séloveék setkava sé&cmi
jako s korelaty svych praktickych moznosti a ukopak také pada ona primordialita
pripisovana pedsta¥ a nazoru coby zakladu vSech vysSich, fundovankthwdomi.

Ze vSech dchto divodi nelze model poznani, zaloZzeny na tematickém uchigpsé
predmetnosti, povazovat za zcela adekvatni formu, jakatymEet o naSem setkani gomi.
Hleddme-li tedy vyznam primétu praxe, ktery by hgjblize Heideggeravvlastni intenci,
pak bychom jej mohli najit v onom voditku, kterémg@oskytuje nase kazdodenni roziumn
vécem jejich zvladnutim: ,Na rovihontické uzivame vyrazu gdemu rozunit“ ve vyznamu
byt s to rgjakou w&c zvladnout®, ,réco zmoci®, ,nsco moci.“t” Swtsky a kazdodenni smysl
némeckého slovaVerstehens jeho praktickymi konotacemi tak skyt&il@zitost, jak se
prohloubenim vyznaiv ném obsaZzenych propracovat k existencialnimu pojnmaumeni.
Toto voditko — tento modeavladani— pak slouzi jako protilék na onu utkeu predstavu,
ktera se prosadila v souvislosti s noskou epistemologickou revoluci a kterd chape vztah
¢lovéka ke s¥tu modelem poznavajiciho subjektu, konfrontovanglelkem ¥ci utenych
k poznani. Vys#tlit rozuméni v terminech implicitnich dovednosti naopak uthpe
pochopit jeho hlubSi zéklad, jimz je ma existenobycuskuténovani moznosti. Je totiz
zjevné, ze moznosti, jimiz jsem, nerealizuji ve mv&edomi, ale jedidy a pouze svym
praktickym angazovanim ve &, ktery vzdy uZz sdilim s druhymi. Touto cestou,r&te
rozuneni vdze na nasi praxi, pak lze odstraniteyahu vizuélnich metafor, kteréeprvavaji
jako podistatek reprezentaiho pojeti rozumni: nechapeme é&i vnittnim zrakem a
zameteni intencionalniho paprsku naregmétnost neni primarnim #gobem, jimz se
vztahujeme k ¥em. Ve své fvodni podob znamena rozudmi tolik co obstarani &ci,
jejich zvladani, petv&eni, uzivanti konec koné také jejich ponechani timiim jsou.

Priméat praxe tak ziskava pikud jiny smysl nez je ten, o kterém byl v Gvodnich
odstavcich této kapitoly, kde byla praxifiquzovana priorita jednak ve smyslu
chronologickém, jednak ve smyslu fugdéam. Zejména H. Dreyfus se nezdraha vykladat
primét praxe mimo jiné v tom nejbangim, chronologickém smyslu: lidské bytosti ,zprvu
a Wtsinou“ rozumi ¥cem na zaklatljejich pohrouzeného obstaravani, oz nepatebu;ji
reprezentace. Chronologicka priorita je zde mysl@ia psychogeneticky, sidazem na
»Zuerst* (nejprve ¥ci zvladame a teprve potom si o nich vyinde gedstavy), tak statisticky,

s dirazem na ,zumeist® a na kazdodennfeyahu pohrouzeného obstaravaniciv
tematickému zvazovani. Velkotést naSich Zivét — pi préci, cestovani, mluveni, jedeni,
fizeni atd. — totiz podle Dreyfuse trdvime ve staallového zvladani, kémuz si
nepotebujeme utviéet predstavy cil a prostedki k jejich dosazeni, a pouze tam, kde toto
zvladani selhava, jsme motivovani k tematickémuZzavani a utvéeni gredstav'® Tento
chronologicky smysl| primatu praxe pak &3iny pragmatickych interpretziskdva vyznam

" Heidegger (1996, s. 170).
18 Dreyfus (1993, s. 27).
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fundani, nebd co je prvni, zd4 se byt i zakladni. V této perspekse zpedmetiujici postoj

ke s¥tu a poznani &ci v jejich vlastnostech jevi jako odvozeny moduetematického
zachéazeni séemil® Teze o primatu praxe vSakiife také znamenat, jak jsem se snaZil
ukazat v poslednéasti této kapitoly, Ze pohrouzené obstaravani atiok@® zvladani sita
slouzi jakomodel pro lepSi pochopeni rozwm jako jednoho ze #Zgohi, jimz ¢lovek
prodléva ve site.

Proti olma prvnim vykladm Ize navic namitnout, Ze nerespektuji vyhradyickiihse
Heidegger snazil fiedejit interpretaci své analytiky kazdodenniho afdstani v terminech
~primatu praxe“. ,Primat praxe“ vylozeny v termirretoho, cotlovék ¢ini ve s¥té ,zprvu a
vétSinou”, se zd4 byt diskvalifikovan tgsrénim, jimz Heidegger ve své knize o Kantovi
zrazuje vlastni vyklad® od Igni na kladivech, zatloukani a jinych habituélnichipikdch
naSeho prodlévani ve &v:

Lexistencialni analytika kazdodennosti nechce pmgs jak zachazime s nozem a
vidlickou. Ma ukazat, Ze a jak veSkeré zachazeni seifpoyi kterém to pray
vypada tak, jako kdyby se vyskytovalo jen jsoucé uZ za zaklad transcendenci
byti-tu — byti-ve-s¥t.“*°

Druhy vyklad praxe jako fundujiciho modu teorie patoji v ostrém protikladu Wi
Heideggerow explicitnimu odmitnuti priméatu praxéga teorii v § 4Byti acasu

~Starost jako pvodni strukturdini celek je existenci&apriorre ,pied” kazdym,
tzn. vzdy jiz v kazdém faktickém ,chovani* a ,sitifa pobytu. Proto tento
fenomén v zadnémiipadt nevyjaduje rgjakou gednost ,praktického” chovani
pied teoretickym. Pouhé nazirajicicovani vyskytového jsoucna ma charakter
starosti neménnez ,politicka akce" nebo poklidny odgiaek. ,Teorie a ,praxe”
jsou bytostné moZnosti jsoucna, jehoZ byti je nwisi jako starost.*

Jak patrno, Heideggerovi primé&rmejde o prviéadost praktického chovani a odvozenost
teoretického postoje. Odkazem na ukotvenost tdopeaxe v byti, které musi samo sebe
pievzit jako Ukol, chce spiSe ukazat, Ze ani pra@tickktivitu, ani kontemplativni poznavani
nelze pochopit jako vztah mezi sebe-z&jisu subjektivitou (s jejimi intenciondlnimi
obsahy) a nezavislymi objekty, jejichz souhrnitvevit. Toto zpochybéni ®€sné souvisi

s p'ehodnocenim celé dosavadni ontologie, tj. s rewgisobu, jimZz bylo v z4padni
filosofické tradici pojimano byti &i i nas samych. kfeme tak navzdory vySe uvedené
citaci, ktera vyslova diskvalifikuje obhajobu ,pednosti teoretického chovaniien
praktickym®, nadale howuit v souvislosti s Heideggerovou analytikou pobwtyakémkoli
~primatu praxe“? V nasledujicidtadcich se pokusim prokazat, Ze interpretace naseha-

19 Srov. Haugeland (2013, s. 195): ,teoretické rozminje téngt vzdy odvozené (byi skrze mkolik
zprostedkujicich stupi) z predchozich fed-teoretickych zjsohi rozungni, jeZz jsou samy zalozeny
na praktickych dovednoste¢hnesnéazich.”

? Heidegger (2004, s. 204).
%L Heidegger (1996, s. 222).
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byt* vterminech Siroce chapané praxe neni zcestal@, umohuje nové pevzeti
Heideggerova ontologického rozvrhu.

Primat praxe jako ontologickéa teze

Jak vyplyva z citovaného 8§ 41, Heideggéizpava absolutni primat nikoli praktickému
chovani, nybrz ,starosti, ktera je &m pro porozurkni vSem dalSim vztdim pobytu
k sol# samému, k nitrogitskému jsoucnu i k druhym ja. Pouze na zaklsirosti, ktera je
chapéana (existenciarontologicky) jako ,bytosté nedilna celost” pobytu, iieme vysytlit
dil¢i rozdily mezi jednotlivymi modalitami byti pobytsam rozdil ,teorie* a ,praxe” tak
musi byt vyloZen jako vysledek diferenciace obsiajiaiho chovani a vztahovani kesgy, a
nikoli jako pivodni a dale neredukovatelna diference. Jak je d&leideggerovy vyhrady
ziejme, diraz kladeny na praktické zachazeni jako prvotiisap setkani sé&emi nema veést
k prevraceni tradni hierarchie kladouci poznani za podminku jednale,k gehodnoceni
ontologického ramce, vimz byla otazka ohledmpiednosti teori€i praxe v moderni filosofii
kladena.

Jakeé jsou fedpoklady tradiniho rozliSeni mezi teoretickym a praktickym postof
Bézn¢ mame za to, Ze v teoretickém uvazovani stoji \eutipotazka toha;emu mame &fit
a co lze spolehlw poznat. Naopak v praktickém uvazovani se nas zajgima k tomu, co
zamyslime vykonat a jakych préstlki k tomu pouzit. Zatimco v prvnintipadt je nasSim
cilem zjistit, jak se to se stem ma, v druhém jde o to, jak&wemenit.?? Ackoli se na prvni
pohled jedn& o dva rozdilné typy z&emi, odpovidajici duaditpreswdéeni a tuzeb v naSem
védomi, Heideggeiv obrat smdifuje pra¥ ke zpochyb#ni takto ostrého rozliSeni dvou typ
postoji ke swtu a ukazuje jejich spatay pivod. Mezi diferenciace, jeZz nelze chapat jako
primarni, ale jako vychazejici z celkového chamaki@asSeho byti-ve-$#, proto Heidegger
v 8§ 41 fadi nejen rozdil praktického a teoretického chavaig také zvlastni aktyebne
pripisované ¥domi, jako jsou clni, prani, pudygi sklony >

Jestlize tedy Heidegger m@ziuje, Ze ani prakticka aktivita, ani nezaujaté pozmeni
primarni, pak je to proto, Ze pouhéeypraceni priorit ponechava nedien zakladni rozvrh
novowkké epistemologie, vamz se poznavajici subjekt vztahuje pfedhictvim svych
cogitationesk objekiim mimo svou mysl. Za d@lem zruSeni tohoto epistemologického
schématu se vSak Heidegger podle mého néazortikhemoznosti fisoudit praxi jistou
prvoradou roli, ktera zarowe vede k samotné revizi tohoto pojmu. Oproti ontatk§
nevyjasgnosti pojmu praxe v prostém prohlaseni o ,primataxp \ici teorii“ je proto teba
postavit problém praxe na ontologickou rovinu ao¥itl jej ze samotného pojmu existence.
Praw k tomu sndfuje Heideggerovo zji8hi, Ze starost o vlastni byti je sagré zdrojem
teoretického ¥déni i svobodného jednani.

22 Srov. nap. samo¥ejmost, s niz Searle rozliSuje mezegwdsenim a panim na zaklatljejich
odliSného zpsobu zansteni: zatimco v fipadt pranici tuZzeb jde o to z#nit swt podle nasich
poZadavly, u greswdceni jde o pizptisobeni pedstav stavm swta. (Searle 1983, s. 7).

% Heidegger (1996, s. 222).
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Zacnéme otazkou samotného byti pobytu ve vztahu k prebleidegger na mnoha
mistechByti acasuzdiraziuje, Ze na urovni kazdodenniho porozairozumime sami s¢b
prvotrg z toho, co koname. Kazdy z nas je ,zprvuésmou” tim, @& usiluje, a sam s@b
rozumi na zaklagdzpisobu, jimz jetinny ve s¥té: ,Pobyt nachazi sebe sama preotntom,
co d¢la, potebuje, dekava,cemubrani — v prvota obstardvanémifru¢nim jsoucnu naseho
okoli.“** S trochou nadsézky tak |zéci, e $vec nachazi sam sebe &paterou zasiva,
kov& v podkog, kterou kuje, a byrokrat ve formiiéh, které mu strukturuji st
Samozejmé to neznamena, Ze by snad Svec sam byl zaSivanou, bato zkratka spiSe
nazn&uje, Ze rozumi sdm sélve svém byti na zakladgci, s nimizZ ma co doinéni. Cesta k
sok® je tak cestou kacem: pouze na zakladkvé s¥tské praxe rize ja prijit k sobd sama.
Mezi swtem a mnou tak neni trhlina, nebmzun®ni swtu a rozumni sol& jsou d¢ strany
téZe mince. Z toho plyne, Ze p&asvou praxi se Dasein odhalujgvpdreji nez teoretickou
reflexi. Hegelovym slovnikem bychom mokici, Ze Dasein se musi z3anit, zgredmétnit
svou ¢innosti, nebo toliko v ni miZe stvrdit svou vlastni pravdivost. Heidegger sakvs
termimim jako je zvijSnéni vyhyba, nebbtento slovnik jiz pedpoklada rozéleni vnitku a
vnéjSku, kterého se chceByti acasezbavit poukazem na vzdy-jiz-¥$i charakter pobytu.

Lze vSak ztoho spolu s Dreyfusem vyvodit i to, Raseinje praxi? Lze zaloZit
existencialnivyklad pobytu na jeho zachazeni s nastroji, jakrku dochazi v interpretaci
Marka Okrenta?® Primat praxe by pak znamenal nejen to, Ze zprwétdinou své byti
odhaluji v praktické konfrontaci se &em, ale ziskal by fundai vyznam teze, podle niz je
veskera srozumitelnost mého byti-vetsvsrozumitelna na zakladicelovych aktivit, které
v ném vykondvam. Praytuto pragmatickou perspektivu na vlastni byti klddreyfus jako
centralni, kdyZz Heideggerovo pojeti pobytu klade mtotikladu k chapantlovéka jako
subjektu:

.V protikladu k vykladuc¢lovéka jako subjektu nam Heideggefigpmina, ze
jakozto byti-ve-sité se musiDasein vztahovat k sob samému a musi byt
vyloZzen na zakla#l ,toho, co d@la, potebuje, éekava,cemu brani.” §Z 119].
[...] Jinymi, drsr&j8imi slovy: ,,Clovek je' to, &im se zabyva.“$Z 239]“. %°

Je-li naSim cilem mj. posoudit oprénost pragmatického vykladu Heideggera vzhledem
k vychozim texim, je vtomto ohledu nanejvyS vymluvné, Ze DreyHmideggerovu &tu
zdanliw ztotozwujici ,¢lovéka“, jeho ,byti“ a jeho praktickou pohrouzenost ngva nejen

2 Tamtéz, s. 145.

% Nakolik ma podle Heideggera pobyt praktické pemméni prostedkim, natolik ma také
existencialni[zdiraznil O. S.] porozugni sok samému jakoZto implicitnimucélu své ginnosti

s nastroji. Jakikd Heidegger, ,rozumime sélsamym na zaklad¢innosti, které provadime a&ai,
které obstardvame“. Rozvrhovat sebe sama jako msbZmamena porozuih sol® samému jako
urcitému kwvali nééemu”, a dosdhnout takového porozumn pro ¢lovéka znamena disponovat
praktickym porozurgnim prostediim.” (Okrent 1988, s. 38). Pojem pobyt pak v Okrg#to
interpretaci takka splyva s pojmerhomo faber,Podle Heideggera jednam lidskymizobem do té
miry, v niZz pouzivdm nastroje jako nastroje (...Pkfent 2010, s. 299).

% Dreyfus (1991, s. 147).
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z uvozovek, jimiz Heidegger nazhge swij odstup od podaného vymezeni, aledevsim

z kontextu 8 47, ktery ji dava témopany smysl nez je ten, kmuz Dreyfusova
interpretace situje. Zatimco ,kazdodenni pobyt“ si podle Heideggsekat&né ,zprvu a
vétSinou rozumi z tohogo je zvykly obstaravat’, teprve vytrzeni z tohoto kazdodenniho
obstaravani (zejména visledku explicitni konfrontace s vlastni kénesti) odhaluje pobyt
jinak, totiz v jeho nezastupitelnosti a v jeho moznbgticely. Dana pasaz tak jasukazuje,
Ze v praktickém ohledu je rozém vliastnimu bytprekrytopseudo-jasnosti naSich socialnich
roli: Heidegger zde odkazuje k pouze zdanlivé zamtlnosti jednoho pobytu druhym, proti
niz stavi nemoznost zastoupit druhého v jeho umitarv jeho nejvliast§si a nepedstizné
moznosti. Teprve v Uzkosti se pobytu ukazuji nejwtgSi moznosti jeho byti samy o spb
,nepiekryty nitroswtskym jsoucnem, kdmuZ se pobyt zprvu agtdinou upina® zde se
srozumitelnost vlastniho byti | &a, ziskana praktickym obstardvanim, uz nejevi jaiao
zékladniho, zeho by mdla byt odvozena veSkerd dalSi jasnost ohieliiské situace ve
swté. Oproti faleSné jasnosti sebe-porozminz toho,¢im se zabyvam, zde vystupuje do
popedi novy typ jasnosti mé existence jako ,vzdy nestni“, nezastupitelné.

| zde se znovu ukazuje celkova problegradst teze o primatu praxe, kterou jsme spolu
s Blattnerem definovali jako odvozenost srozumdstn lidského Zivota z jeho praktického
vyrovnavani se se &em. Z perspektivy existenciadlniho sebe&domeni se tato fivodni
srozumitelnost naSeho byti ani zdaleka nejevi jakéladni, nybrz jako faleSna. Jeji
nedostaténost se projevuje zejména v tom, 4@ pachdzeni sd&mi a sebeidentifikaci se
spole&enskymi Ukony a rolemi fithdzim o moznost odhalit své byti jako celek: Kazd
praktickacinnost, kazda spotenska role ma svou mez, nikdy nejsem jenom Sevotram
neboCechem, ale vdemémito rolemi zarova, pricemz mé byti-zde se neigrpava uhrnem
téchto uloh. Proto také Heidegger v § 45, nadbku druhého oddilByti acas, pfipomina, ze
»dosavadni existencialni analyza si mgecinit narok na pivodnost V pied-se-vzeti bylo
vzdy jenneautentickéyti pobytu, a to jakaecelé

Presto ma draz na primat praxe &pjisté ¢ast&né opodstatini, které jsme jiz natli
vySe: a) brani chapat sebe-porozamoddilere od zvladani ssta; b) zbavuje nas jako
interprety pedsudku, Ze Heidegger zavedenim terminu pobyt poabeadil Husseilv
subjekt jako zdroj veSkeré smysluplnostiétay c) a kon&né naznauje odliSnoucasovou
strukturu pobytu oproti vyskytovému jsoucnu. Pidtisserlo¥ tezi, ze ¥domi je v reflexi na
vlastni prozivani dano sdksama s apodiktickou evidenci, obhajuje Heideggdrign na
¢lovéka jako na bytost, jeZz nabyva praktické jasnostok® realizaci moznosti ve &¢ a ve
vztahu k druhym. NaSe vlastni byti nam totiz nikigni Fedestené, jako naifiklad byti
tohoto stolu pede mnou, nybrz je principialnnehotové, musime je neustale vykonavat.
Ziskani jasnosti zde proto nége mit charakter vyptmého nazoru, nelfo kazdé
projasiovani zde musi vzit Gvahu i vztah k tomu, je8 neni a cojiz neni. By tedy

*" Heidegger (1996, s. 270).
8 Tamtéz, s. 220.

2 Tamtéz, s. 263.
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Heidegger odmita hovib o prednosti praktického chovaniga teoretickym, nelchodl4 olg
tyto modality vylozit na zakladontologické analyzy pobytu jako starostiegto pra¥ praxe
poskytuje (oproti stanovisku poznavajiciho subjeképsi voditko pro pochopeni igobu,
jimZ prodlévam ve si¢. Analogicky k praxi totiz starost a nelhostejnpsbytu k vlastnimu
byti znamena, Ze toto byti musi byt jeho vykoneenjeZmusi vyslovéi¢i nevyslovré prevzit.
Pobyt se vztahuje k s8lsamému nikoli obracenim pohledu do vlastniho nitgdorz svym
konanim.

Byt se tedy naddle figrZzujeme vykladu pobytu vterminech praxe, na fozdl
jednostrana pragmatickych interpretaci nechceme zamést podzkah Ze pra¥ v tomto
praktickém charakteru naSeho sebe-vztahu tkvi hia@snaz onoho Ukolu, jimzZ je projasn
povahy naSeho byti. Jestlize si totiz rozumim zmos#, do nichZz se prakticky rozvrhuji, a
jestlize tyto moznosti maji zprvu &tginou podobu pkni Ukoli, obstaravani dobrého bydla
¢i zaji¥ovani sebe sama ve&¥, pak se mj sebe-vztah skrze &vuskuténuje v podob
zvécreni, a tedy v podabzasadniho neporozumi bytostnému razu mé existence. Rraici
tomuto neporozugmi pak nize a ma byt vydobyta nova podoba jasnosti a srdelmosti.

S touto vyhradou Ize nadale povazovat za nezbytad#zpt prvéady vyznam praxe, nebo
ani tohoto Ukolu fekonani ptmérné srozumitelnosti se v posledku nelze zhostakjimez
prakticky: nest& nagiklad poukazovat na to, Zeigwladdajici forma spolubyti vede
k instrumentalizaci lidskych vztéh ale je patba dostat tomuto nédhledinenou svého
poneru k druhym. Nesté jen teoreticky konstatovat, Ze dnesni provozstifee nas strhava
k takové form¢ obstardvani vyuky, kterd se vzdaluje filosofick@énosti ve vlastnim slova
smyslu, ale je nevyhnutelné pegpromenou této neblahé praxevidovat kritéria toho, co to
znamena byt filosofem. Také praoyani akademismu by ze strany malbylo pouhym
prazdnym gestem, jestlize by se ruworbou novych forem, by v konverzaci s tradici,
nepodéilo alespdi zéasti poznénit stavajici praxi uleckého ,provozu“. Ve vSechithto
piipadech je tak nova jasnost nevyhnutedpjata s jistou modifikaci dosavadni praxe.

Z Heideggerovy teze, podle niz si pobyt rozumiggss tj. je ve svém vykladu vzdy jiz
ovlivnén porozundnim swtu, mimo jiné plyne, Zefgkonani subjektivismu ve fenomenologii
nelze dosahnout jednostranrtotiz p‘ehodnocenim byti samotného pobytu, ale jedia
souwasnou revizi onoho metafyzického pojeticivcoby souhrnu vyskytujicich se objikt
které nés drzi v zajeti jakipvykladu s\ta, tak ve vlastnim sebe(ne)porozimn Ontologické
proSeteni praxe a jeji role ve vzajegprovazaném odhalovani byti pobytu i zjevovariav
by tedy nebylo Uplné, jestlize by nezahrnulo tat@bfematiku byti samotnycheei, tak jak se
S nimi zprvu a ¥tSinou setkavame.

s L

V poslednicasti této stati tak chceme rointerpretovat Glohu, kterou pro zjevovani
véci hraje naSe prakticka pohrouzenost détasvZa timto Gelem je feba no¥ interpretovat
heslo ,k wcem samym!“ tak, abychoméemi nechapali ani w)Si prednety naivniho
objektivismu, ani ¥ci coby korelaty nadzoru Husserlova transcenderitalndealismu, ale
spiSe ¥ci jako pragmata jako \&ci, s nimiz mame co déinéni. Heideggerova analyzaiaa
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otazkou po ,byti jsoucna, s nimZ se nejbezpeastji setkavame® a dochazi k zavu, ze
toto byti je feba pojmout jakoifru¢nost, resp. jako dost&most, vhodnost ,k tomu a tomu*.
Jak znamo, proéeci odhalujici se pobytu v jejich vhodnosti k danéakolu ¢i rozvrhu voli
Heidegger termin joru¢ni jsoucno”, aby tak Zdaznil, Ze s ¥cmi se prvota setkdvame jako

s ne¢im, co je i ruce vzhledem k tomu, co hodlam vykonat. Ve sw&opni bytostné
skladiz se mi tak ¥ci nejevi jako korelaty nazowi nezaujatého vnimani, ale jako organické
souwésti mého praktického jednéni. Ontologicky vyklaaSeho ontického, kazdodenniho
zpasobu setkavani semi tak sméiuje k novému vyznamu primatu praxe, jimz je ontalkg
priorita giiru¢niho jsoucna i jsoucnu, které je pouzdipmné jako tco vyskytujiciho se a
nadaného vlastnostmi:

»Teprve po proniknuti jsoucnem, které je v obstaravani pe@yuwohuje poznani
pouhé jsoucno vyskytov@rirucnost je ontologicko-kategorialni ¢gni jsoucna,
jak je ,0 sok* .« 3*

Tezi o ontologické priorét prirucnosti Wic¢i vyskytovosti je nutno chdpat v kontextu
Heideggerovy destrukce substancialistické metafyzitera naopak iedpoklada, Ze uité
jsoucno niiZze prakticky slouZitloveku ¢i ziskvat jisté normativni rysy teprve na zaklad
svého vyskytu. Jak ukazuje Heidegger, tato traddpemiji fundamentélni podminky
moznosti zjevovani toho, co je ve svéitgmnosti jiz prost jen zde. @Draz na primat
praktického zachazeni s nitrésskym jsoucnem ifitom ukazuje, Ze vlastni byti¢gi jsme
vzdy jiz minuli, pokud jsme je charakterizovali fakyskyt réjakérei.

Co konkrétg jsme redukci &ci na vyskytujici sees minuli ¢i zkomolili? Sowésti
Heideggerovy kritiky substancialistické tradicezejména draz na nemoznost chapatcv
jako samostathstojici, tj. izolovag od jejich vztah k okoli. Na rozdil od fednetu, stojiciho
pied zrakem subjektu v izolované podplako jednotlivd a do sebe uzama skuténost, se
pragmata zjevuji ve svych poukazech na celek a jsou vzéfespjata vzdy jiz pedem
artikulovanou strukturou vzajemného odkazovanirdirslovy, &ci by nemohly byt tim¢im
jsou, nebyt oné praktick§lenéné souvislosti, do niz zapadajtikbadem takovéto souvislosti
toho, jak se k sabvéci maji, mize byt zrovna tak Heideggerova truiskéé dilna jako moje
pracovna: misto, kde pracuiji, t¥gsaci sil, lampa, knihovna, ptat, modem s fipojenim
k internetu, ale toto misto neni totoZzné se seznariesouwtem \ci, které se vém
vyskytuji; mnohem I|épe je lze charakterizovat vm@jeu provazanosti vSechéchto
prostedki, kterou Heidegger nazyvgelkovou souvislosti pouk#éz [ Bewandtnisganzhéit
Veédet, jak nco pouzivat, tedy sgova v praktickém zvladnuti této souvislostithyna sama
nestoji v pibéhu dané&innosti v centru pozornosti. Priamdni podobou vztahu kgem tak
neni gimé zandfeni na pedmety, ani na objektivni vztahy mezi nimi, nybrz priake
uchopeni gjaké &ci coby prostedku v rdmci jistého celku dostatesti.

Stim souvisi dalSi charakterizacesciv jako toho, kemu zprvu nezaujimédm

0 Tamtéz, s. 87.

31 Tamtéz, s. 92.
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objektivizujici postoj. Progtdek je timgim je, pra¥ tehdy, kdyz od sebe odvadi pozornost;
je pro r&j ,charakteristické, Ze se ve svéimpcnosti jaksi drzi v pozadi, a to pgagproto, aby
byl ve vlastnim smyslu po rucé®*Prostedek, napiklad stil, na kterém pi3u tento text, je pro
me¢ zprvu a ¥tSinou nepednetny: nesetkdvdm se s nim jakoiegmeétem, jehoz primarnimi
vlastnostmi by bylo to, Ze se vyskytuje na danérstngiasoprostoru a Zze mu nalezi ty a ty
predikaty. Jak jsme v jiz v prvni kapitole, tato transparentnastneviditelnost stolu se
promeni v nico vystupujiciho do pdpdi teprve tehdy, jestlize seilsstava ,napadnym®,
~haléhavym*“¢i neodbytnym®, nap pokud se $ psani zéne kyvat a buder¢ba jej podloZit,
doSroubovati nechat opravit: teprve poté se namohlaSuje jeho ,charakter vyskytovosti®,
byt je i tento rys stéle pottavan ve prosfch nové pouzitelnosti, zjednané co nejrychlejsi
napravou. Jsoucno ve svych aspektech, v tom, a@malze konstatovat jako vlastnosti, se
tedy stava zjevnym a vyslovnym teprve poté, coaygsilo z divérné znamé souvislosti, ktera
stolu umoauje byt stolem, totiz &im dostaténé pevnym, naem se da psat, jist na co Ize
polozit popelnik.

Vkrada se vSak podimi, Ze ¥ci, o nichz zde Heidegger hav¥ptvorii pouze jistou
podmnoZinu toho, &im se ve sét¢ setkavame. Kazdé okoligre nema charakter pracovny
¢i truhlaské dilny a ¥ci utvaejici swt naSeho Zivota nelze redukovat pouze rai v
pouzivané za ryze praktickyméély! Nesngiuje tak Heideggéwm vyklad ve svém tikledku
k redukci ¥ci na vyznam, které mohou mit pflovéka? V tomto ohledu je pozoruhodné, Ze
Heidegger do své analyzy igobu, jimZ prakticky rozumimetgem naSeho okoli, zahrnuje
i jsoucna lidskou rukou nestiena, ale festo lidskym usilim zvladnuta a racionalizovana:
i pfiroda se jevi zprvu ve svéipuénosti .k niéemu” a jako vyskyt riize byt stanovena teprve
druhotrg, v teoreticky objektivizujicim rozvrhu:

.Les je obora, hora je kamenoloifeka je vodni sila, vitr je ,vitr v plachtach®.
Zarover s odkrytym ,sétem naSeho okoli* setkhvame se s takto odkrytou
.piirodou”“. Od jejiho zpisobu byti jako jsoucna, které je po rucejzeme
odhlédnout a odkryt a &it ji samu vyhrads v jeji gisté vyskytovosti.®®

| zde se potvrzuje, Ze byttippdnich jsoucen je zprvu odkryto zainteresovan@xip AvSak
samo pokréovani této pasaze, kterd zdasldava za pravdu ryze pragmatickému vykladu
Heideggerovy ontologie, nas nuti revidovat ztotoircelku jsoucna se souhrnem vzajémn
provazanych progdki, k némuz pragmatické interpretace &mi. Pra piiklad toho,¢im
muze byt¢lovéku prirodni jsoucno, totiz ukazuje, ze je nelze chapajako vyskyt, avSak ani
jako pouhy prosedek. Oba tyto Zisoby odhaleni totiz nevyhnutélmisti k gekryti jinych,
pro clovéka stej tak podstatnych Zgohi byti péirody, jejiz celkovy vyznam tak nelze
redukovat ani na pragtdek uéeny k vyuZiti, ani nacirou hmotu v pohybu novaké
piirodowdy. Citovana pasaz tak k&éirpoukazem na mozndipodngjSi prodlévantlovéka ve
SWtE, v némzZ je nam firoda rovrz tim,

32 Tamtéz, s. 90.
% Heidegger (1996, s. 91).
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»CO tka a vl&', co nasiepada, co nas jako krajina uchvacuje. Botanikoefliry
nejsou ketiny na mezi, zewpisre fixovany ,pramen'ieky neni ,Zidlo
v hlubirg'“ 3

Stejre tak je nutno podotknout ohle&lirepisobu, jimz se nam v naSem kazdodennim Ziti
odhaluje bytnost stolu, Ze se néggpava svym ryze instrumentalnim bytim-podloZzkoa pr
talit, pasitac ¢i unavené ruce, ale Ze je zrovna tak stolem, kpexynaraly dti, ¢i mistem,
knémuz zveme fatele ke spolmému posezeniSam Heidegger ostatntuto SirSi
intersubjektivni dimenzi rozvadi jiz ve svyctepnaskach z letniho semestru 1$2Bylo by
proto chybou vykladat praxisté v terminech manipulace s priestky.

Aniz by na tomto omezeném migdbylo mozno podat ucelenyghled Heideggerovy
vicevrstevnaté analyzy &gkosti, je teba podotknout, Ze ani pojemétv nelze vykladatiste
v terminech funénich odkan, jako nejzazSi souvislost vSech predi. VySe zmigny
piiklad truhl&ske dilny, v niz na sebe jednotliviehiky, kladiva, kle$ta materialy navzdjem
odkazuji, vede Marka Okrenta k zaw, Ze s¥t sam je jakousi makro-dilnou, v niz jsou
vSechny diti souvislosti funknich poukait zahrnuty coby jeji podmnoziny:

,SVEt je tim nejobec¥Sim, vSezahrnujicim polem fuékich vztate, diky nimz
prakticky rozumime kazdégui, s niz se setkavame. &ye, da-li se to takici,
funkénim kontextem vSech fugikich kontexi, celkem, v 8mZ maji vSechny
celky prostedki své misto.*

Je pravda, Ze takovéto interpretaci dava zdandw pravdu § 1@yti a casy v rémz je
nepouzitelnost @itého prostedku motivaci zrny postoje, ktera vede k odhaleni toho, do
¢eho jsme vzdy jiz pohrouZeni: visledku absencé& poruchy giru¢niho jsoucna se dostava
do zorného pole sama dilna jako t@&ewm se naSe obstaravani jitve pohybovalo. Pracovni
souvislost dilny a dila jeffpom celkem, ktery dosud nebyl tematizovant’ lgme jej néli
stale na oich, a o #mZ Heidegger sam tvrdi, Ze se &m ohlasuje s¥t.“*” Nejen podle
Okrenta, ale téz podle Dreyfuse se nam proto fensw#a odhaluje tak, jako se nam zjevuje
sama dilna vifipads chyksjiciho n&adi®® Jde v8ak o pouhé problesknutétsy které jest
neni jeho odhalenim jako fenoménu. Pragmatickaprééace fenoménu &a by pak nila
pokraiovat Gvahou, kterd bere v potaz strukturalni podeb® 16, v 8mz se swt naSeho
okoli (nag. dilna) ukazuje teprve tehdy, kdyz piesiky gestavaji plnit svou funkci, a 8§ 40,
v némz se s¥t sam ukazuje teprve tehdy, kdyz sangtavaSeho okoli ztraci svouwsinou
funkeni orientovanost?

3 Tamtéz.

% Heidegger (1995, s. 116).
% Okrent (1988, s. 42).

3" Heidegger (1995, s. 96).
¥ Dreyfus (1991, s. 99).

% H. Dreyfus tuto cestu nazige, ale dostateé nerozvadi, v kapitolednované naruseni nasfimé
praxe, které je vyziaou fFileZitosti pro odhaleni fenoménwta. Srov. Dreyfus (1991, s. 99-100).
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AvSak dilna neni stem ve zmenseném dtitku, ani s¥t neni nejzazSi celkovou
souvislosti manipulovatelného jsoucna, jak odhatug@é onen pozgsi § 40, v #mzZ je nas
celkovy vztah ke sMu do jisté miry pevracen v dsledku Uzkosti jakoZzto vyzmiaého
zpusobu naSeho nal&wdi. Oproti Okrento¥ charakterizaci sta jako nejobectjSiho pole
funkénich vztali zde vysvita, Ze st jako takovy se odkryva teprve ztratoueSkeré
vyznamnosti nitrosstského jsoucna.

.V tom, z ¢eho je ndm Uzko, se stavéepnym: ,neni to nic a neni to nikde".
Neuchopitelnost nitros¥ského ,nic’ a ,nikde' fenomenétnznamenéto, zceho

je nam uzko, je 8t jako takovy Naprosty nedostatek vyznamnosti, ktery se v
tomto ,nic' a ,nikde’ ohlaSuje, neznamena képmnost seta, nybrziika, ze
nitroswtské jsoucno samo o sbfe nyni natolik nezavazné, Ze jediné, co se nam
na zaklad této ztraty vyznamnosti vSeho nitrésského vnucuije, je uz jen &we

své swtskosti. 0

Jak plyne z této pasaze¢syako takovy Well se zjevuje pouze za podminky, Zegtava
fungovat ona vzajemna souvislost poukazteré strukturovaly s naseho okol[Umwel{.
Teprve kdyZz se s naSeho okoli zhrouti ve své zavaznostizenfenomén sta samého
vystoupit do pofedi. S¥t v silném slova smyslu proto né#e byt chapan ani jako souvislost
vesSkerého manipulovatelného jsoucna, ani jako m&jzdorizont vSech praktickych a
funkénich poukait, nybrz jako to, co istdva ve formd otazky po naSem gazeni do
veSkerenstvadbec. Na rozdil od furtni srozumitelnosti dilny jeffilom swt charakterizovan
tisnivou nehostinnosti a naSe postavenén rse vyznéuje fundamentalni nezabydlenosti,
kterd je v pimém rozporu sid/érnou obezndmenosti naseho kazdodenniho zvladénjako
prostedki. | zde se tedy ukazuje podstatnA mez oné tezénwafor praxe, ktera postuluje
praktické rozumani jako nej@vodnsjSi vrstvu, z niz m& byt odvozen veSkery vyznam a
srozumitelnost lidského Zivota asa.

* % %

Jestlize mnohé Heideggerovyrildady zejména z prvniho oddilByti a casu svadji

k interpretaci jeho dila v terminegrimatu praxe je nezbytné se nejprve ptat, zda se touto
prioritou mysli a) pouze chronologickaegolchidnost, v niz ,zprvu a &sSinou” Zijeme
v praktickém obstaravani, b) funiohh odvozenost formulovani a verifikovani teoriijigez
zékladem by bylo praktické zvladani¢sy, ¢i c) radikalni revize tradnich ontologickych
kategorii a nové pojeti bytloveéka, wci i swta. Co se epistemologickych otazekeysnazili
jsme se poukazat naegmé nedostatky Blattnerova vymezeni primatu praxerminech
odvoditelnosti veSkerého vyznamu lidského Zivotwasda z edkognitivnino pohrouzeni do
véci. Z poukazu na to, Ze ,zprvu &tSinou” zvladame naSe byti veésy diky netematickému
obstaravani iru¢niho jsoucna, totiz nelze vyvodit, Ze veSkera smuzlnost je pouhym
derivadtem tohoto primarniho modu existence. Zatowetim se ukazalo, Ze problém

*0Heidegger (1996, s. 215).
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vzajemného powtu praxe a teorie zdaleka nel@sit na rovig Cisté epistemologické, nelfo
sam rozdil praktického a teoretického chovani jmowylozZit jejich hlubSim ontologickym
zaloZzenim v byti pobytu. Skute kriticka reflexe tradini opozice praktického a teoretického
zaneieni tedy neniize vyustit v pouhéievraceni jejich fivodnich hierarchickych pozic, ale
v prokézani jejich existencialni geneze v oné fumelatalni nelhostejnosti pobytu k vlastnimu
byti, kterou Heidegger charakterizuje jako starost.

Druhd c¢ast této stati proto nejprve stuje k ontologickému ukotveni pojmu praxe
Vv souvislosti se sebe-porozénim pobytu, néeZ analyzuje byti&ci samych coby pragmat a
korki dirazem na neodvoditelnost pojmuty jako takového z pragmaticky artikulovaného
pojmu okoli. Stoji za povSimnuti, Zétgina kritickych poznamek, které zde byliepesteny
vaci interpretacim Marka Okrenta a Huberta Dreyfuse, tgkala zejménacth césti
Heideggerovy fundamentalni ontologie, které se satygnauji jistou nevyjas#nosti Ci
neddecenosti. NemozZnost pojmoufiyodni vztah k firodnimu jsoucnu vyhradnmodelem
obstardvani tak odkazoval na dvousmast Heideggerovy Uvahy, ktera vedle vyuZitelnosti
lesa, kamene aétru na jedné strana jejich objektivizace vifrodowdé na stras druhé
nazn&uje — aniz by ji rozvatla — teti moznost odkryti ifrody, nakolik s ni instinktivé i
emocionald souznime. Ze tento poukaiistava VByti acasnerozvinut, Ize pathprisuzovat
tomu, Ze uznani svébytnosti fenoméntirquy — v jeji moci a neredukovatelnosti na
zasobarnu zdrdj a energii¢i na hmotu v pohybu — by naruSilo ono znamé a adénl
samozejmé dleni wci na jsoucna fruéni ¢i vyskytova. Také jedestené nedostatky
Okrentova vymezeni sta coby nejobedijSi souvislosti funknich pouka# Ize do jisté miry
pri¢ist na @et jisté nejasnosti, s niz Heidegger v § 16&irm analyzu ,sétskosti“ analyzou
swtového razu naSeho okoli, aby p&tds 8§ 40 radikélg promenil vyznam, v jakém se
ohlaSuje s#¥t jako takovy. Pragmaticka interpretace, charaktgici pojem swta na zaklad
paradigmatu dilny, zprvuiehlizené a ve své naléhavosti posléze odkryté, toymo ohledu
byla giipustna pouze za podminky, Zze zruSi HeideggeroziiSemi mezi sétem a okolim,
respektive prokaze, Ze pouze @étsvnaseho okoli Ize oprd¥mé mluvit, zatimco fenomén
.Svéta v jeho swtskosti“ je fenomenologicky nevykazatelny. K tomy tSak bylo teba
piedestit explicitni kritiku Heideggerova rozvrhu, ktergisouvislosti s pojmem gta Okrent
ani Dreyfus nepodéavaji. Teze o primatu praxe, fid jednostrannost jsme se zde snaZzili
poukazat, tak ve svém rozvedeni déslddki nakonec poukazuje nackieré vnitni
kontradikce Heideggerovy ontologie, jejichz vysléumu uchopeni budéeba ¥novat dalsi
samostatnou analyzu.
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Abstrakt/ Abstract

Prispevok pozostava z troctasti. Prvacas’ sa zaobera taxonémiou a kritériami klasifikacie
réznych druhov noriem. Poukazuje na to, Ze rozdieldzi dvoma najdélezitejSimi druhmi
kooperg&nych noriem — socialnymi a moralnymi — je skor kitativheho nez kvalitativneho
charakteru a navrhuje trojdimenzionalny model iciferénciacie. Druhacas’ je venovana
moralnym normam a zddvadje dominantnud rolu emécii pre vznik a fungovanieratky, ktora
zohrava Racovu rolu pri ochrane spalaosti pred najnebezpeejSimi socialnymi konfliktami. V
tretejcasti sa argumentuje, Ze vzajomna socidlna dévexghmutné pre medaidskd kooperéaciu,
sa postupne vytvara zdola nahor, najskor na UrogjblizSej rodiny a postupne sa rozSiruje na
dalSie okolie. Pre jej zvySenie a udrzanie sU neutfidh socialne a moralne normy, ktoré tiez
historicky vznikali najskér v lokélnych spalenstvach a az postupne sa Sirili do SirSich soahln
celkov. Prispevok upozimje na mozné negativne konzekvencie plynice z podemia roly
socialnych a moralnych noriem a snahy mfada namiesto nich len legislativnymi normami,
spasivajuce v oslabeni socialnych vazieb.

The paper consists of three parts. The first paaisdwith taxonomy and classification criteria of
various kinds of norms. It points out that the @iffnce between two most important cooperation
norms — social and moral — has more quantitatiaa thualitative nature and suggests a three-
dimensional model of discrimination between therhe Becond part is devoted to moral norms.
Dominant role of emotions in emergence and funatigrof morality, which plays a key role in
protecting society from most dangerous social écisflis justified. In the third part it is argued
that gradual building of mutual social trust is@tbm-up process, starting at the level of closest
family and then proceeding to further surrounding§er its increase and maintenance, the
existence of social and moral norms, which histdiycemerged in local societies and gradually
disseminated into broader social units, is inel@ablhe paper notices potential negative
consequences of weakening social bonds resultorg finderestimation of the role of social and
moral norms and from effort to follow solely thegét norms.

! Prispevok vznikol &#aka podpore grantu VEGA: 2/0015/12.
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1. Vymedzenie noriem

Spolaiensky zivotl'udi je nepredstavitay bez toho, aby si vytvorili Gité normy spravania
v rbznych situaciach a aby sa nimi nasledne riabiéispravanie sa v sulade &akavaniami
inych, zalozené na reSpektovani dohodnutych pralyidiby viedlo k chaosu,
nepredvidaténosti, neistote, nemoznosti koordindcie a kooperacieda Kk strate
najdélezitejSich atribatov socialneho fungovania.avie individualne poruSovanie
dohodnutych noriem v skupine vedie &% k vyitkdm, trestom od inyckilenov a niekedy
az k vyl&eniu previnilca z kolektivu. V tomto prispevku sarmy skiamané a analyzované
z evolinej perspektivy. Na najvSeobecnejSej urovni sa dbhprakterizovaako spravanie,
ktoré sa bezne vyskytuje alebo ktoré ¢alcavané v uitej situacii a ktoré je mozné vyjadri
formou pravidiel typu: ak nastane situacia X talkhieha spravanie Y alebo ak nastane
situdcia X tak by malo prebiefi@pravanie Y. UZ z ich vSeobecnej formuléacie jejmé
zékladné rozliSenie noriem na dve kategorie a krifgivne a predpisové. Deskriptivne
normy, ako uz z ich nazvu vyplyva, su tie, ktorésaof ucité bezné, typické, pravidelne sa
vyskytujlce javy alebo udalosti. Napriklad, ak vaonkirzne, tak w&inal'udi nosiciapku
alebo akl'udia pozvu inych k sebe na navstevu, tak imtZagponuknu drobné dbrstvenie.
Ide teda o Statisticky¢asto sa vyskytujuce spravanie, ktoré vSak nemusi rolgym
vynucované. Na rozdiel od deskriptivnych norienpsadpisové normy vyziaju tym, Zze uz
nielen opisuju, ale aj predpisuju, aké spravaniezg&dzané, pripustné a povinné. Tym
nadobudaju regutal aj kontrolnu funkciu. Ich $ag’ou je vynucujici mechanizmus, ktory
zabezpeéuje moznos potrestania tych, ktori ich porusia. V rdmci tdftegorie rozliSujeme
Styri zakladné druhy noriem:

Konvencie, t.j. zauzivané formy spravania, &g, zvyklosti, ktorymi sdudia riadia
pri vykonavani utitych ¢innosti (napriklad pouZivanie priboru pri jedenestaurécii alebo
zakrytie si Ust pri zivani).

Socialne normy slizZia najma na zabermee reciprocity a kooperacie, ich ulohou je
zaistt’, aby sd’udia nesnazili ziskazdroje (energetické, materialne a iné) na ukochngaby
sa nepodikali na ziskoch bez toho aby na ne sami vynaloZithprané néklady.

Moralne normy su zamerané predovSetkym na ochrared dyzickym alebo
psychickym ubliZzovanim a na dodrzZiavanie zakladriyudskych prav a spravodlivosti.

Tieto tri druhy neformalnych noriem, ktoré vznikapontanne, sa pouZzivaju pri rieSeni
takych spoléenskych problémov, pre ktoré nie su vytvorené jatgrioficialne pravne
zakony. Medzi sebou sa liSia najma v miere zavd¢ids nedodrziavania. Kym poruSenie
konvencii zvéSa nema zavazné dosledky pre poriliditeedodrzanie socialnych a moralnych
noriem sa posudzuje okeeprisnejSie.

Legislativne normy sa vyskytuju v zdkonoch, smeagait a nariadeniach a na rozdiel
od predoslych troch druhov predpisovych noriem sé@mflne stanovené autoritou —
reprezentantmi Statu, pam taxativne su vymedzené aj tresty za ich poreSeni
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Socialne, moralne, aj legislativne normy predovgetslizia ako prevencia a regulacia
konfliktov medzi dvoma alebo viacerymi jedincamismenuji myslenie, konanie aj
preZivanie a zarowiesu nastrojom socialnej kontroly nezZiaduceho koeamih hlavnym
cielom je zabezp#t kooperaciu, ochranu pred fyzickym alebo psychiclkybptizovanim ao
najvyssiu mieru spravodlivosti.

Uvedena Klasifikacia noriem ma vSak svoje Uskafiegnice medzi jednotlivymi
druhmi noriem su skoér neostré, nez jasngteiiné, co dokumentuju aj odliSné az nesurodé
taxondmie vyskytujlce sa v relevantnej literatiMapriklad Bicchieriova rozliSuje z
hradiska funkcie (a) deskriptivne normy (napr. mod#&rych ci¢om je koordinécia alebo
imitacia inych, (b) konvencie ako deskriptivhe ngrriktoré odolali istej skusk&asu (napr.
pravidla spoléenskej etikety, pravidla cestnej premavky) a (cti&doe normy rieSiace
situdcie, v ktorych by jedinec mohol uprednostkiatkodobé alebo Uzko zamerané osobné
zaujmy pred kooperaciou alebo reciprocitou, tfudie, v ktorych je ohrozena mozZrios
spolaného zisku, k& v bezprostrednom zaujme jedinca nemusi bgravaé sa socialne
prospesnym spdsobom. Konvencie dafe@ medzi deskriptivne normy, avSakdke ich
dodrziavanie mo6ze Ifyaj vynucované, je zmysluplnejSie¢kenit’ ich skér do predpisovych
noriem.

Ullmann-Margalitovd okrem koordinanych a koopermych noriem rozliduje aj
normy, ktorych ciéom je udrZza status quo nerovnosti privilegovanou skupinou. tden
posledny druh protiké vSeobecnej predstave, Ze socialne normy zabegpeaby ¢lovek
prihliadal nielen na vlastné z&ujmy, ale aj na @duja potreby kohoKivek iného.
Privilegovana skupina méze tbymensinova (rdzne mocenské elity), ale agSudova
(diskriminujuca r6zne etnické, socialne znevyhodnalebo handicapované skupiny).

Pravidla cestnej premavky su zaujimavym prikladdtory zdaleka nemozno tak
jednoznane zaradi ku konvenciam, ako to robi BicchieridvdNa jednej strane je pravda, Ze
napriklad dohoda o tonii budeme jazdipol'avej alebo pravej strane cesty jme uzitatna
konvencia zabraujuca mnoZstvu dopravnych nehdd. Pre vSetkych jmako vyhodna
a nikoho neobmedzuje, takze nie je dbvod, aby wmelulddrziavana. Na strane druhej,
poruSovanie takych pravidiel cestnej premavky, @kekraovanie rychlosti patri medzi
legislativne normy. Tie su stanovené autoritamrae@ntujlcimi Stat, ptom tazko mozno
predpokladg, Ze neustale obmedzovanie rychlosti by vzniklzd@kdade konvencie. Dovod je
ten, Ze aj k& experti tvrdia, Ze daka rychlostnym limitom sa zniZuje @ havarii, tato
argumentacia dotiahnuta ad absurdum by znameralagajbezpénejSie by bolo, ak by auta
jazdili maximalne rychla®u 10 km za hodinu, pripadne Uplne stali na migsfeni slovami,
auta by stratili zmysel. Preto nie je dévathkava, Ze len na zaklade konvencii by si Soféri
neustale dobrovime zniZzovali maximalne povolenu rychfodNaopak, zapéinenie vaznej
havarie pod vplyvom navykovych omamnych latok eidein poruSenim legislativnych, ale aj

2 Bicchieri (2006).
% Ullmann-Margalit (1997).
* Bicchieri (2006).
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moralnych noriem. Tieto ilustracie poukazuju nalpematicko$ jednoznane zaradi urcité
formy spravania k tym-ktorym normam, ako aj naz®,hranice medzi jednotlivymi druhmi
noriem suc¢asto rozmazané& hmlisté. NavySe, niektoré neformalne vzniknuténmp moézu
byt v povodnej alebo modifikovanej podobe oficidlnékanené, kym iné sa mdze sweitiat
eliminova’. Prikladov dokumentujdcich nejednoZnag’ taxonOmie noriem je mnozZstvo
a najdolezitejSie z nich budfrlej analyzované.

V relevantnej literatare vychadzajucej z ewwolého pristupu sa rozliSuje najma medzi
konvenciami a moralnymi normami, poim moralne norntysi vo v&eobecnosti povaZzované
za najrydzejSie, najdblezitejSie a najdominanteeji&ih exkluzivnos spaiva v predpoklade,
Ze akonahle sU uZ raz osvojené, stavaju sa takemivislé od stanoviska inych osdt,
institGcii alebo pravidiel. Napriklad TurfebdliSuje moralne normy od konvemych noriem
tym, Ze sU nezavislé na pravidlach, autorite, spmppraxi a dohodach. Podobne aj Haliser
zdéraziuje, Zze kym pri socialnych normach a konvenciachd@ezité stanovisko autority
(napr.¢i je mozné jes v jedalni rukami), na poruSenie moralky (napriklad je v poriadku,
ak sa milenci podvadzaju) nAm nemdozeé miandat Ziadna autorita.

Aj beZnil'udia benevolentnejSie hodnotia nedodrZzanie kotiwerh neZz morélnych
noriem a pri posudzovani prekemia konvetnych noriem povazuju za dbélezité znalosti
o lokalnych pravidlach atie? stanovisko autoritfagsef, Mallon & Nichols). Ako
ilustrativny priklad uvadzaji 7e poki& na kole titel nezavedie pravidlo, Ze {as
vyucovania sa nesmie Zuvduvaka, Ziaci nebudlu povaZzot/gej Zuvanie za nespravne, ale aj
pokid’ na Skole nebude zavedené pravidlo o nepripustfamstinia sa spoluziakov, budu deti
posudzovétakéto spravanie ako nespravne. Teda ani lokabadba, ani stanovisko autority
nedavaju mandat na porusenie moralnych noriem. K\agdieto kritéria delenia noriem su
problematické.

Hoci PrinZ' suhlasi s ndzormi viacerych autorov (napr. TthieNucc®), Ze vo
vSetkych kultarach’udia rozliSuja medzi moralnymi a konwarymi pravidlami, nesuhlasi
s troma definujucimi charakteristikami, z ktoryclychiddzaja pri odliSovani tychto dvoch
druhov noriem. Konkrétne, nesuhlasi s predpokladdm, moralne pravidla su oproti
konvergnym povazované zadvaznejSie posudzované pdd zhubnych doésledkowa obé

® Prispevok nema snahu ventga nadprirodzenym vysvetleniairzdévodneniam vzniku moralnych
noriem.

® Turiel (2006).

"Hauser (2006).

® TamtieZ.

° Mallon & Nichols (2010).
19 TamtieZ.

" Prinz (2008).

2 Turiel (2002).

13 Nucci (2001).
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a chapané ako objektivne pravdivé,rngzavislé od toh@p si niekto iny o nich myslUvadza
nasledujuce prikladyCo sa tyka zavaznosti, aj &ge morélne zlé zje'sposledny keksik

v dome bez spytania sa ostatnydénov, ¢i z neho kdsok nechcu, nie je to extrémne zlé.
Naproti tomu je mimoriadne zlétisdo prace nahy, aj Ke obliekanie je len socialnou
konvenciou. Pokia sa jednd o ubliZenie, skarifikacia (narezanie gawrkoze) (alebo tiez
tetovanie, piercing) je skuine bolestivé, avSak averziatvéomu sa povazuje skor za osobnu
preferenciu neZ za doévod moralneho odstdenia. @uajlc sa na Haidta et. ‘dlukazuje, Ze
naopak, niektorfudia povazuju wité skutky za morélne neakceptovate, aj k&' nie su
ubliZujuce — napr. umyvanie toalety narodnou z&sta¥A pokid' sa jedna o autoritu, tvrdi, Ze
mnohé pravidla sU nezavislé na autorite a pritom s moralne, ako napr. nejedenie
rozkladajuceho sa masa a iné su zavislé na autoriterélne, ako napr. zakazy konzumécie
istych druhov jedal (napr. hovadzie maso v Indlifoho poda Prinza vyplyva, Ze rozdiel
medzi moralnymi a konv€énymi normami je neraz nejasnyi,rozmazany. Argumentuje, Zze
pravidla spravania mdZzu mao vSeobecnosti aj moralnu aj konvet zlozku. Preto
rozliSovanie medzi moralnym a konwsym nepovazuje za rozdiel medzi dvoma druhmi
pravidiel, ale za rozdiel medzi zlozkami pravidiel.

Aj ked Prinz zreténe poukazuje na problematickogritérii klasifikacie noriem,
niektoré jeho priklady su pomerne zavadzajuce. Mgt obliekanie sa je sice konvenciou
v tom zmysle, Ze sa pri rdznych prileZitostiactal@va ,vhodny“ typ Siat, avSak nahota je
Uplne ind kvalitativna kategoria, ktora s touto wemciou nesuvisi. Nahota na verejnych
priestranstvach (okrem Specificky vyhradenych, a&pr. plaze pre nudistov) je aj moralnym,
aj legislativne postihnutaym prehreSkom. JehdalSi priklad tykajaci sa konzumacie
hovadzieho mésa je zavisly na boZskej autotiteje zas kvalitativhe Uplne in4 kategéria
autority, nez sa vyzaduje pri konwaych normach. Pod vonkajSou autoritou sa totiZ moeu
stanoviskd’udskych jedincov, ktori maju v situacii poruSendakerénych noriem isty vplyv.

Dalsi problém spésobuje rozlidenie socialnych a mygch noriem. Tie su si relativne
najpodobnejSie, ke su nielen predpisové, ale zampwea uplatuju v ovd’a dbélezitejSich
l'udskych socialnyclinnostiach a aktivitich nez konvencie a riadenienisai ¢asto nie je
v sulade s kratkodobymi dimi a zaujmami jedinca. Uplkatju sa najma v takych sférach, ako
je zvySovanie vzajomnej dbvery, reciprocita, kodgé, znizovanie podvadzania, klamstva,
ublizovania a tiez zabezgnia ochrany v&i deviantom, bezpia, istoty, vzajomnej pomoci
a spravodlivosti. Preto sa im budedialej podrobne venova AvSak aj vich pripade je
problematické jasne a zrétee ich operacionalizova V zavere tejtoc¢asti navrhujem
trojdimenzionalny model diferencujuci socialne aréliee normy.

Vystiznym prototypom mnohych definicii socialnycloriem je definicia Fehra a
Gachterd, pod’a ktorej je socidlna norma: (1) pravidelfiasspravani, ktoré je (2) zalozené
na socialne zdimnom presveténi ako by sa mal niekto sprdy&toré aktivuje (3) vynatenie
predpisaného spravania pomocou neformalnych sgctasankcii.

“ Haidt et al. (1993).
'* Fehr & Géchter (2000).
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Bicchieriovd® podrobnejsie vymedzuje podmienky existencie spg&i noriem:
Jedinec vie o existencii pravidla, ktoré je platrdanej situaciiKontingencia

Jedinec preferuje korapod’a tohto pravidla v danej situacii za podmienok Ze
(podmienénd preferencia

veri, Ze dostatme vd'kad podmnoZina populacie sa riadi danym pravidloghanej
situacii empirické @akavanié¢ a zarove bud’

veri, Ze dostatme véka podmnozina populacie od nehéakava, Zze sa bude riddi
danym pravidlom v danej situacid¢rmativne gakavani¢ alebo

veri, Zze dostatme véka podmnozina populacie od nehgakava, ze sa bude riddi
danym pravidlom v danej situacii a mbéze sankciodoyeho spravanie nprmativne
ocakavanie so sankciani

Uvadzad’ tiez dévody dodrZiavania socialnych noriem, a to:

1. strach z désledkov poruSenia, t.j. motivaciandytsa negativnym sankciam
2. tuzba potesiinych, t.j. motivacia dosiahnutia pozitivnej odrgen
3. akceptacia normativnyché¢akavani ako opodstatnenyati odévodnenych

(norme méZu by prisudené pozitivne hodnoty).

Ak je rozhodujucou motivaciou dodrZiavania norierghmf’ sa trestu, vtedy je
existencia  vonkajSich sankcii dblezitd. Naopakpripade stotoZnenia sa S normou
a prisudenia jej vysokej hodnoty vonkajSie sanki& su potrebné. Niekedy tiez dochadza
k dynamickym zmenam v dévodoch dodrziavania sog@n noriem, ¢o Bicchieriova
ilustruje na priklade fagnia. Fajiar méze prestafajcit’ najprv na réznych miestach kvoli
sankciam a neskor si zvnutorni neéjie ako cnds spojenu s prevenciou onkologickych
a srdcocievnych chorbb a ziadne vonkajSie sankcieepotrebuje.

Z hradiska odlienia socialnych noriem od moralnycipie Bicchierovt? doleZita
podmieneénd preferencia. Zdéramje, Ze pri riadeni sa moralnymi normami je rozhada
nepodmienéna preferencia a nepodmi€ng zavazok, t.j. Ze d&kavania inychludi
0 podrobeni sa moralnym normam nie su dobrym davoda ich dodrziavanie. Predpoklada
tiez, Ze morélne normy mézu thavoluwny povod, kd’Zze uvaZzovanie o zabiti alebo inceste
bezne vyvola silné negativhe emdcie a odpor.

Toto odliSovacie kritérium vSak samo o sebe nie pgst&ujuce a zaroue je
problematické. Aj moralne normy museli tbyspoluvytvarané aj vplyvmi vonkajSieho
prostredia a kultGry. Navy3e, minimélne &ds Milgramovych experimentdVskimajucich
mnozstvo (fiktivnej) bolesti, ktoré dokaze spbésobeznyc¢lovek inej osobe, ak je k tomu

18 Bicchieri (2006, s. 11).
Y Tamtiez.

18 Tamtiez.

19 Milgram (1963).
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pobadany experimentatorom, je zrejmé, dlbko sa v istych situaciach d&na l'udi —
napri&€ kultrami, pohlaviu, vzdelaniu aveku - dok&Ze afzdvlastnej moralnej
zodpovednosti, presufiju na plecia autority.

Co sa tyka negativnych emdcii, tie, ajdkerejme v mensej miere, dokdze vywbk
porusenie socialnych noriem (napr. netriedenie ddpaekologicky zmyiajacej skupine),
dokonca aj porusenie konvencii (napr. prichod $ttedea Statnice v monterkach).

Dubreuil a Grégoir® kritizuju Bicchieriovej rozli$enie socialnych a rénych noriem
len poda kritéria podmienmej preferencie z iného dévodu. Argumentujl, Zeivaota
dodrzZiava socidlne normy méze Byarove ovplyvnena aj socidlnym kontextom a zanpve
byt skut@na (neinStrumentalna), teda nezavisla od Zetard¢akavani inych. Navrhuju
integrovany pristup k socialnym normam, ktory byalbdo Gvahy aj obsah normy, aj
normativne a empirické&akévania a ich vplyv na er&ié procesy pri poruseni noriem.

Idea zvaZové aj obsah ako jedno z kritérii klasifikacie norigrie je nova a najma
moralne normy su charakteristické latliska obsahu tym, Ze ich bioen je chrani (pripadne
zlepst) zivot I'udi a jeho kvalitu, so snahou zabrahblesti a utrpeniu (niekedy aj za cenu
vlastného obetovania sa). De Waaé napriklad presveeny, e morélka sa tyka len dvoch
oblasti konania, ktoré su navzajom previazané, @woonahajuceho a neubliZujuceho.
Previazané su preto, lebo ak je niekto v nudzippémi Zivota, trpi a druhy mu nepoméze, tak
mu tym vlastne ubliZuje. Tieto dve oblasti konas&@ zarové dominantne tykaju potrieb
suvisiacich s prezitim a rozmnoZovanifun,su viastne univerzalne ultimatne evwlé preiny
spravania. Viaceré $tadie (napr. H&YlvSak zarovié naznauiju, Zze obsah moralnych noriem,
ktory je vyrazne kultirne podmieneny, sa mdze ty&ginych oblasti, ktoré su Z'ddiska
spolaienského usporiadania povazované za délezité. Sparoigneno$ moralnych noriem
spolatenskym prostredim spochylije predpoklad o ich univerzalnosti. Zaréwssak takmer
vo vSetkych kultdrach a historickych obdobiach Jgwali urité spdsoby konania u §&iny
ludi ve’mi silné negativhe emdcie. Typickym prikladom je lizdvanie niekomu
bezbrannému bez pimy. Silné ubliZzenie teda zohrava dblezitd, nodwostaténa ulohu pri
diferenciacii socialnych a moralnych noriem.

Ked'Ze obsah moralnych noriem moéze’ o istej miery kultarne Specificky, neda sa
taxativne vymenova aké konkrétne predpisy konania by spadali medziSkér je mozné
pokust’ sa odli& normy poda intenzity negativnych emacii, ktoré vyvola ichrysenie.
Teda, nech sa jednalobovd’ny obsah, pokiav danej kultire vyvola jeho poruSenie silné
negativne emécie, norma, ktord bola porusena, by padri’ skdr medzi moralne normy.

Pri zoHadiovani uvedenych kritérii by sa dalo uvazbearojdimenzionalnom modeli,
ktory by odliSil morélne a socidlne normy. Tri ndjan previazané dimenzie f#om
vyjadruju mieru: ubliZzenia, zavislosti od¢akdvani inych (vratane vonkajSej autority)

% Debreuil a Grégoire (2013).
% De Waal (2006a).
22 Haidt (2013).
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a negativne vzbudenych emacii (pozri @brl).

Obr.¢. 1: Trojdimenzionalny model diferencujici socél moralne normy
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Uvedeny model umadaitije zakladnu distinkciu medzi socialnymi a moralmyrmrmami,
ktorej hlavny vyznam spiva v tom, Ze moralne normy s@aZSie relativizovatmé. Teda,
kym socidlne normy su skér zaleZifos (lokalnej dohody), ktord je moznéahSie
spochybni, ¢i prispdsobi meniacim sa okolnostiam, poruSenie uz raz osvejemyoralnych
noriem nie je opravnené ani v pripade dosiahnokalheho konsenzu. NavySe tento model
ukazuje, Ze rozdiely medzi socialnymi a moralnyrarmami nemajua kvalitativnu, ale skor
kvantitativnu povahu. Berie tak do Gvahy rozdielgdni odliSnymi kultdrami, ktoré moéZzu to
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isté konkrétne spravanie povazoévaa spadajuce alebo nespadajuce do oblasti moralky.
Zaroven pre zaradenie normy medzi moralnu alebo socidleujen nevyhnutné dosiahtiu
vysoku alebo nizku hodnotu vo vSetkych troch dinesiz simultanne. Postajluce je, ak su
aspa v dvoch dimenziach splnené kritéria pre socialeb@moralne normy. Teda napriklad,
ak nejaké neakceptovdite® konanie nespésobuje nikomu silné ubliZenie nalgiek tomu
vzbudzuje silné negativne emdécie befamhu na dakavania inych, mozno ho zaréanedzi
moralne nespravne.

Aplik&dciu modelu mozno ilustrovana konkrétnych prikladoch. UvaZzujme odeni
nevinnéhatloveka. Pri takomto skutku dochadza k silnému @l obete, vyvolava to v nas
vel'mi silné negativne emdcie §ickonatéovi skutku a aj v pripade, ak by sa nejaka skupina
ludi dohodla, Ze takéto spravanie je v poriadku.eme ho povaZzovaza neprijaténé. Na
zéklade vSetkych troch dimenzii moZzno dané sprévapobvazové za moralne
neakceptovatmé. Podobnym, jasne kategorizovatgan prikladom do skupiny moréalnych
noriem méze by zanedbavanie starostlivosti o maloletétdigeho opatrovateni (rodi¢cmi).

Na druhej strane nezaplatenie prepitného v reftaw&apadnych kultdrach, v ktorych sa
prepitné ¢akava, nespbsobuje k& ubliZzenie obsluhujucemu personalu a nevyvol@&miv
silné negativne emécie. Dokonca aj v pripade silndgdzhotenia ¢aSnika bydalSie dve
dimenzie stale dané spravanie usfoeali medzi socialne normy. NavySe, v mnohych
vychodnych kultirach sa prepitné ani &alcava,éo poukazuje na obmedzenu plathosjto
lokélnej (zapadnej) socidlne normy. Doteraz uvedpriklady boli pomerne jednozérze
z&lenite’né a preto teraz prejdime k ambivalentnejSim si@macUmyvanie toalety narodnou
zastavou vlastnej krajiny sice nesp6sobuje nikobiizenie, ale ak bez ¢adu na sakavania
inych vyvol4 silné negativne emdcie, mozno takétmakie zaradi skér k moralnemu
priestupku. Naproti tomu nadmerny lov ryb, t.j. addfanie stanovenych kvét méze sice
vyvolava’ silné negativne emacie, ale nespbésobuje bezpdogtrsiiné ublizenie a a je silne
zavislé od oeakavani inych a preto patri skér medzi socialnemyorUvedené priklady
ilustruju, Ze povaha moralnych noriem sa od povabgialnych noriem liSi predovSetkym
v kvantitativnych ukazovafech, prtom pre zaradenie normy medzi socidlne alebo moralne
je posté&ujuce dosiahnutie vysokych alebo nizkych hodnBihovd’nych dvoch dimenziach
modelu.

2. Prvopctiatky moralky

Moralne normy, ktoré su gas’ou nasho Zivota del#sice az statisice rokov, su v porovnani
s inymi normami najstabilnejSie a najuniverzalreejSich dodrziavanie bolo pre prezitie
¢lenov skupiny natkko délezité, Ze evollcia nas vybavila silnymi eémgmi reakciami, ktoré
sa spontanne navodia,&keme svedkami ich poru$ovania. Haidt a Bjorkfinua zaklade
mnoZzstva empirickych zisteni tvrdia, Ze v kazdejolgfnosti a dokonca aj uinych
Zivocisnych druhov sa vyskytuju a automaticky ,sfaj8" emané reakcie v situaciach, ktoré
su spojené sublizenim/starostlivasu (napr. citlivos a/alebo nechuk prejavom bolesti

% Haidt a Bjorklund (2008).
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a utrpenia inych, najma mladych a zrafntgch), férovogou/reciprocitou (napr. negativne
reakcie na tych, ktori neoplatia laskaf)jpsutoritou/reSpektoninapr. hnev v& tym, ktori
neprejavia patéhé znaky Ucty a repektu). Podobne aj Rozin éf dbspeli na zaklade
vysledkov experimentov k zaveru, Ze tri (moraln@)éeie — hnev, padanie a hnus su
naprie& kultirami vyvolavané pri poruSeni socialneho pdikiainymi (aj ke’ sa nds osobne
dosledky toho priamo netykaju).

Op& vSak treba zdoérazni Ze aj kd moralne normy moZno povazavaza
univerzalnejSie ako iné pravidla, napriklad v kazHeltire je zavrazdenie (minimalne
niektorych¢lenov spol@nosti) povaZzované za nemorélne, neznamena to,, zeagozdiel od
socialnych noriem, Uplne socidlne nepodmienenépriklad vcase vojny je zabitie
nepriatéa povaZzované nielen za spravne, ale aj za nevy@iukelaté'né spravanie.

Pod’a Prinz& s moralne normy vlastne sentimentalnymi normaefZe potvrdzuju
¢i podporuju rézne sentimenty (pocity). Prinz (vexld s britskymi moralistami) tvrdi, Ze
moralne normy su zakotvené v moralnych emodciactgnv zmysle, Ze vyjadruju naSe
sentimenty. PodrobnejSie Specifikuje podmienky twania emadcii, aby sme normy mohli
uznd za moralne: Za prvé musia zabva’, respektive vyvoladva druhy emdécii, zamerané
na seba aj na druhych. Ako dévod uvadza, Ze mézeargva’ zhnusenie, k& vidim
otvorend krvacajucu ranu pridite po Uraze, ale desa to stane mne, necitim hanbu alebo
vinu. Druhou podmienkou je, Ze naSe emdcie musiazbynerané [aj] na tretiu stranu, teda
tykaju sa aj situacii, do ktorych nie sme priamamgg@zovani. A za tretie sa pri zrelych
moralnych Usudkoch nevyhnutne prejavuju aj metaetend.j. ak sa&lovek, ktory ni€o zlé
urobi neciti vinny, druhi ndno budd nahnevani nielen kvoli toniw, urobil, ale aj preto, lebo
neciti I'atog’ (neméa vyitky svedomia). Prin? uvadza tri linie dokazov, pfe st moréine
normy sentimentalnymi:

Empirické zistenia, Ze moralne Usudky moézu ynenené vplyvom sugescie, ktorej
acinok v post hypnotickom stave dokéaze vywolamodcie aj pri hodnotovo neutralnych
pojmoch.

Psychopati maju deficit negativhych emdécii a zatoweaju problém porozumie
moralnym normam a odliSich od konvencii.

Na tesny vfah medzi emociami a moralnymi tsudkami mozno uswalzaj z toho, Ze
¢lovek, ktory je na niekoho nahnevany kvoli skutktgry spachal, by sa citil vinny aj ak by
sam vykonal tento skutok. Preto veri, Ze dana &kjgtonoralne zly.

Na ddleZito§ emdcii v stvislosti s moralnym rozhodovanim upaaj@ aj Wright’

% Rozin et al. (1999).
% Prinz (2008).

% Tamtiez.

2 Wright (20086).
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tvrdenim, Ze pokh evolénej psycholdgie boli'udské emdcie ,dizajnované“ prirodnym
vyberom, ako sprostredkovatelia alebo zastupcavadegickych kalkulacii, t.j. bdl u naSich
predkov predchadzali vedomym strategickym kalk@dldcialebo ich nahradzali. NavySe je
emocionalne riadenie spravania evole starSie nez vedomé strategické riadenie spravani
a jeho vyskyt mozno pdid neho pozorovaaj u primatov.

Uvedené argumenty, ktoré su podopreté nielen fekyet— najma evolénou
perspektivou, ale aj empirickymi zisteniami psydgi¢ a neurovied, hovoria v prospech
primérnej Ulohy emdcii (a nie kognicii) ako podnkigrkonstituovania moralnych noriem.
Tieto emdcie boli adaptivne, pretoZze umozali vytvaranie véSej kooperacie a zarovej
dokonalejSej moznosti ochranydr@agresorom.

Aj antropolég Boehri? na zéklade metddy triangulacie predpoklada, Zepgtasny
predok 'udi, Simpanzov a bonobov Zil v hierarchickych skdph a snazil sa v nich tlthi
konflikty prejavovanim atechy, zmierovania a aktinmpacifikovanim. Keé'Ze raniludia Zili
v rovnostarskych tlupach, najpravdepodobnejSim kkodm na spravanie, ktoré bolo prvy
krat opisané ako deviantné, je pacheho tyranské spravanie, kedy chce jedinec nadmie
dominova nad ostatnymi a upkatje nasilie, ktorym poruSuje egalitarstvo. Socidtoatrola
spaiva vo vytvoreni koalicii v@ takymto nasilnikom za &@lom ich potrestania, @om
politické a mocenské koalicie mozno padceho ndsuz medzi primatmi. Domnieva sa, Ze
moralne komunity univerzalne vznikli v désledku pkwvéeho UGsilia redukova
bratrovrazedny konflikt a snahe vyhhsa neprimerane Viej siazivosti, dominancii
a viktimizacii. S@asné egalitarske tlupy, podobne ako egalitarskyzeaé kdovné tlupy
lovcov-zbergov (predchadzajuce kmevému usadlému spbsobu Zivotasigh hierarchicky
zaloZzenych skupin) sa pkad neho vyznéuju kontrolou toho, aby sa jedinci nespravali
tyransky, t. j.: nepodvadzali a nevyhybali sa koagenemu Usiliu, neucligvali sa k
vaznym klamstvam a kraddeziam, cudzolozZstvu, incesmmasilneniu. Akonahle sa takéto
aktivne intervencie stali kolektivnymi nastrojmic&dnej kontroly na poti&nie konfliktov
a hnel' ako jazyk umoznil pomenovaspravanie, ktoré je zakdzané, mohla s&tzplne
rozvija’ moralk&®,

Kultarny antropolég Knauff sa snazi rozsftidovody vedice k nevyhnutnosti vzniku
moralky. Okrem snahy o eliminovanie tyranského &mmé a podpory rovnostarstva zigdn
do prvopaiatkov evollucieludskej moralky ajd’alSie ¢rty, ako: obmedzenia sexualneho
spravania, elementarne rozdelenie prace, socia@iZkontrola mladych muzov (samcov),
rozrastajuca sa Vkos’ skupiny a tiez aj rastlica ks’ domova.

Boehm aj Knauft zd6rawmju, Ze s nastupom jazyka potom bolo mozné pomenova
zakazané spravanie a rozpraabpeavidla tvoriace symbolickl dimenziu moralky. ylaje aj
hlavny diferencujacim kritériom medzi plnohodnotntwdskou moralkou a protomoralkou,

% Boehm (2002).
2 TamtieZ.
30 Knauft (2002).
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ktora sa vyskytuje u nasich najblizSich pribuzn¥istociSnych druhov. Slovami Knaufta:

»Internalizacia moralnych pravidiel v zhode s kuafté predpisanymi normami je
charakteristickd&rta 'udskej moralky do zrémej miery chybajlica u nofudskych

primatov3*,

Aj ked nie je Ziadny dovod b takémuto odliSenidudskej a norfudskej moralky
nieco namietd, z evoléného HWadiska je délezité, Ze je v biologickom zaujme &l

s e

vyvinuli a dodrziavali. Ako hovori De Waal:

,AK je teda socialny Zivot zaloZeny na sp@#askej zmluve, nie je to zmluva
navrhnutd a podpisand jednotlivyriiud'mi, ale Matkou Prirodou. A ona ju
podpiSe len vtedy, ak reprodund zdatnod narasta zdruzovanim sa s ostatnymi,
Cize kel socialne Zijuci jedinci zanechaju viac potomkowZ reolitérne Zijuci
jedinci. Tendencia zdruzovasa teda nevznikla rozumovou ou, ale

genetickou matematikou. ... Nikto si nemusi vedeolg socialny Zivot“

MozZno teda zhrnij Ze evollucia nas vybavila eméciami, ktorélme intenzivne
pocitujeme v situaciach sudvisiacich najmd so zavaznyiderdim. V snahe vyhnlsa
najvaznejSi moznym socialnym konfliktom bolo potrélzabezpgt socidlnu kontrolu nad
jedincami, ktori ohrozovali ostatnyatlenov spolénosti. S nastupom jazyka sa jednotlivé
pravidla (ich obsahy), spolu so sankciami, hromwcka ich poruSenie, dali formulota
a najdolezitejSie z nich gdiudia zarové aj internalizovali a nasledne sa nimi riadili agzb
ohfadu na nazor autority. Opévidime, ako sU mordlne normy sytené dimenziami,
navrhnutymi vysSie v ramci trojdimenzionalneho mad@br. ¢.1). Zavedenie a pouZivanie
noriem teda zasadnym spdsobofahiuje socialne fungovani@idskej spolénosti.

3.Vzajomna dbvera

Spolupraca jetazko predstavilsma bez utitej miery vzdjomnej dbvery. Uplatnenie
evolwneho tadiska ponuka tri hlavné, evéhe vyvinuté mechanizmy (vzajomnej) pomaoci
a kooperacie: (1) pribuzensky altruizrfiig.j. poméhanie tym, s ktorymi mame najviac
spolainych génov, predovdetkym najbliz&im pribuznym, (&3iprany altruizmud®, t.j.
nepribuzensk& pomoc, ktora predpoklada v budicmostisluzbu a (3) reputacly ktora
zvySuje atraktivnasludi, ktori su spkahlivi a dodrziavaju svoje zavazky v tom zmysle, Ze
s nimi ini kooperatori radi kooperuja.

DnesSniTudia su teda adaptovani n&it mieru kooperativneho spravania a zatove

3 Tamtiez, s. 131.

%2 De Waal (2006b, s. 206).
% Hamilton (1964).

* Trivers (1971).

% Frank (1990).
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mimoriadne citlivi na rozpoznavanie a netolerovatikych prejavov spravania, ktoré sa
snaZia kooperaciu inych znetiZDaldim déleZitym nastrojom ovpliujicim mieru socialnej
dévery, su normy, ktoré explicitne stanovuju prévi#ooperacie a reciprocity a zardve
ZnizZuju riziko ublizenia a podvodu, v désledku toh® obsahuju aj saéhku stranku.

4

Dlhodobo kooperovwaje mozné len vtedy, ak prevaznac$idda ostatnycH'udi tiez
kooperuje, napriek tomu, Ze kratkodobo mozé pse nich vyhodnejSie podvigsA G¢inna
kooperécia prebieha len vtedy,dksi v&Sinaludi navzgjom ddveruje, Ze budu kooperbva
V suvislosti s dilemowsi kooperova alebo podvies pouZiva Rothsteffi pojem ,sociélne
pasce“, ktorym vystizne vyjadruje logiku toho, Zezbddvery nastane ne-kooperacia, t.|.
socialna pasca sa zaklapnm je z dlhodobého lladiska pre kazdého horSie ako keby
kooperoval. A kéd'Ze saludské spolénosti vyzn&uju narastajucou kooperaciou, ktora je pri
sitasnom vysokom stupni Bey prace nevyhnutnd, musi medzi interagujucmi jeetimi
existova’ aj pomerne vysoky stupesocialnej dovery/.

Na jednej strane sa predpoklada, Ze participaz@drwzZzeniach vedie k vytvaraniu nielen
vacsSej Specifickej, ale aj vSeobecnej socialnej dbéverta nasledne zvySuje kes’
socialneho kapitalu. Takéto stanovisko zastava.rpinam’®, ked’ tvrdi, Zecasté interakcie
medzi jedincami v ramci socialnych sieti, podporugajomnu reciprocitu a déveryhodiios
a zarové facilituju klebeteniego je vyznamny nastroj pre kultivovanie reputaciéraei
rozliSuje Specifickll reciprocitu, v ramci ktorej Budia priamo navzajom oplacaju svoje
sluzby od generalizovanej reciprocity, kedy jeddovek vykona jednostranne ®ie pre
iného, préom veri, Ze v pripade potreby zase jemu niektd preskytne sluzbu. V evolaej
biolégii sa namiesto generalizovanej reciprocityfiva pojem nepriama reciprocita (pozri
napr. Alexander), oznaujlci vzajomnd pomoc v rAmci skupiny, ktora je diindualnom
zaujme kazdého je&jena. Nepriama reciprocita sa Siri djaka tomu, Ze aklenovia skupiny
vnimaju, Ze sa niekto sprava altruisticky, aj amiksnemu budi sprawaltruisticky, pretoze
bude ma dobra reputaciu. Dévera sa teda takymto spOsobgivara a postupuje zdola
nahor. A ké'Ze suludia zv&Sa ¢lenmi viacerych skupin, méZedaka Sireniu informacii
o ne/déveryhodnych osobach dochddgaytvaraniu Sirokej sietéudi, na ktorych je mozné
sa Vv rdoznych situaciach obratiTakymto sp6sobom sa zaravedbvera medzic¢lenmi
zdruzZenia rozSiruje aj na osoby, nepatriace do jdahk@lnej skupiny. Osobna skulserios
vyrazne vplyva na naSec@kdvania a preto sa mozno Balalivo domnievd, Ze priamo
umerne potu déveryhodnycHudi, s ktorymiludia vstapia do interakcii rastie aj miera ich

% Rothstein (2005).

%" zdérazovanie Glohy socialnej dovery pri zvySovani koopaaeznamena, Ze medzi jedincadi,
zaujmovymi skupinami nedochadza aj ku konfliktonwSak aj na ich rieSenie je dévera nevyhnutna.
Bez nej by hrozilo, Ze Ziadna zo stran konfliktun®ustapila . T.j. pre konstruktivne rieSenie kibaddl

je nevyhnutna zakladna dovera, Z&aginené strany sa budu sitiannjskor dospie k vzajomne
akceptovatinym navrhom a potom ich aj dodrZigva

% putnam (2000).
% Alexander (1987).
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veobecnej dévery k neznamyfnd'om (Poppel’). Zaroveét mozno v takychto skupinach
vytvara’ neformalne socialne normy didne kontrolovd ich dodrziavanie.

Na strane druhej sa predpokladd, ze socidlna dé&aerauduje zhora nadol. Aj e
viaceré vyskumy tento predpoklédstane potvrdzuju, vyhrady Wb nemu som formuloval
v prispevku pojednavajicom o socialnej doYer¥ fiom argumentujem, Ze zhora nadol sa
Siri skdr nedbverato je dané tym, Ze mnohi vysoko postaveni Gradnfankcionari pri
podozreni na rdzne kortpé aktivity sa nikdy neodvolavaju na moralku, @&le ha pravo. Ich
pravnici potom, zvé&a uspesSne,ladaju v zakonoch vSetky medzery. ZneuZivatelia moci
zostavaju pravne nevinni, ajdkech vasina populacie moralne odsudzuje. Takéto praktiky
spbsobuju pokles socialnej dévery v sgolosti.

Specificka dbévera vznikd v ramci konkrétnychtatzov, ktoré sa v drvivej vaine
vytvaraju najprv na urovni najblizSej rodiny a pgste sa rozsSiruje ndalSie okolie. Jedinec,
ktory vyrasta v prostredi dévery bude titandenciu viac déverovaaj 'udom, s ktorymi sa
stretne prvy krét, ako jedinec vyrastajuci v predtrvysokej vzajomnej nedévery. TodalSi
protiargument v& predstave, Ze vSeobecna socidlna dovera je reaamea Specificke]
dovere, ¢i dokonca Ze by ju mohla predchatiz&#odobne normy z historického Faldu
vznikali najprv v malych skupindch lovcov-zb&a a aZz v ovEa neskorSom obdobi boli
mnohé z nich nahradené formalnymi zakonmi. VSeidtp tskut@nosti nasveduja tomu, Ze
Specifickd dbvera posibvana neformalnymi socialnymi normami bola nevyhgm
predpokladom vzniku v&eobecnej socialnej dotfery

Okrem socialneho kapitalu prispieva k gsévaniu socialnej dévery aj moralny kapitél.
Ten charakterizuje Haidt ako atribut spmoského systému, predstavujici vnutorne
previazané

,subory hodndt, cnosti, noriem, zvyklosti, ideniti§titlcii a technolégii, ktoré sa
dobre dopiuju s evoldgne vytvorenymi psychologickymi mechanizmamidaka
tomu komunite doviuju potla&ova’ alebo regulova sebectvo a umabva’

spolupracu“®®

Podstatn&agq’ tohto moralneho kapitalu je zachytena v etickgchmoralnych systémoch
spolainosti. Oslabovanie socialnych a moralnych noriestickych systémov (Fukuyarffa
Baumart®, Fabid®), detradicionalizované spbdsoby Zivota (BELk moralny relativizmus

“0Popper (2013).

1 Tamtiez.

*2 Tamtiez.

*3 Haidt (2013, s. 352).
* Fukuyama (2006).
> Bauman (2006).

“® Fabio (2009).
*"Beck (1992).
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(Plummef®) mdzu md teda zasadny negativny dopad na zhorSovanie segivery.

Zaver

Prispevok sa snazil poskythkompaktny poliad na viahy medzi normami a vzajomnou
doverou. Najprv poukazal na problematickagperacionalizacie zakladnych druhov noriem
a navrhol trojdimenzionalny model diferencujuci miedocialnymi a moralnymi normami.
Zmysel tohto odliSenia spiva v tom, Ze aj k& niektoré moralne normy mozu thkultirne
Specifické, porusSenie toh@o sa v danej spotmosti povaZzuje za $as’ moralky, bude
povaZzované za zavaznejSie nez porusenie inychmobélezitos vymedzenia jednotlivych
druhov noriem suvisi aj s tym, Ze moralne normyzdaju by najviac riadené emaociami,
ktoré sa v evolenej historii vyvinuli ovéa skér nez sa mohltudska spolénos’ vd’aka
jazykovym kompetenciam dohodhina Specifickych kultdrnych pravidlach. Tieto engci
teda dokéazali aj befudského jazyka signalizowai je nieco dobré alebo zlé, spravne alebo
nespravne a to predovsetkym z padiu ultimatnych ciéov, ako je prezitie a rozmnoZzovanie.
Moralne normy su tiez odolnejSie &ianeniacemu sa&i odliSnému socialnemu a kultirnemu
prostrediu nez socialne normy. Nakoniec chcel prisk poukazéna to, aké dolezité miesto
zohravaju socialne a moralne normy aj vaginosti, napriek pokusom o ich diskreditaciu,
substitaciu legislativnymi normami. Désledkom tolmmvodobého ,socialneho poriadku® je
obrovska frustracia, nespokojtosipatiacasté su emécie hnevu, pohorsenia, hnusu nad tym,
¢o sa v spolenosti deje. V mnohych situaciach a pripaddadia prirodzene ,citia“¢o je
spravodlivé &o nespravodlivé, bez 8adu na to, ako sa k tomu postavia pravnici obhajuju
mocenské a finameé ,elity“. Pokid’ chceme dihodobo Ziv uspokojivych socialnych vazbach
podporujucich kooperaciu, nie je mozné ignottbpaslanie socialnych a moralnych noriem.
Neznevazovanie a neznehodnocovanie moralneho kapta malo by v zaujme kazdej
spolanosti, ktorej zalezi na zlepSovani socialnej doveegzi jejclenmi.
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Abstrakt/ Abstract

Contemporary social and political theory is not Whaufficient for dealing with environmental
issues unless it will be more informed by polititheories of justice. | present the view that
environmental justice can be fruitfully approactiexinm the point of view of contemporary social
contract theory, mainly the one inspired by theknvofr John Rawls. Healthy natural environment
is indispensable for many reasons for every hunoaiety; however, nature possesses also value
going beyond pure instrumentality for human beir@scause humans can have great impact on
natural environment in either positive or negativay, this entails duties on their part. Society’s
dealings with the environment are regulated by lamnd other public measures, which in turn have
their deeper justification in general theory ofticis of that particular society. The article tries
show that contemporary social contract theory aaitfdilly grasp principles of environmental
justice, which could lead to more environment déresipolicies and be acceptable from liberal
point of view at the same time.

Politické mysleni nefize adekvathreagovat na environmentalni problémy &sné spoknosti,
pokud nebude vice pracovat s konceptem environiméns@ravedinosti. V tomtalanku se
snazim ukézat #gob, jak nize byt otazka environmentélni spravedinosti uchagemoci teorie
spolegenské smlouvy v podani Johna Rawlse. Lidé majii $umjosti vyznamny dopad na Zivotni
prostedi, coz ma za nasledek nerovnou distribuci enmemtalnich dober a Skod. Proto existuji
viéi ostatnim lidem povinnosti vyplyvajici ze spraveaiti vztahujici se na environmentalni
oblast. Environmentélni otazky se nicrdénusiieSit pomoci zavaznych spéénskych pravidel,
kterd maji podobu z&kérvynucovanych statem. Tyto zakony maji své hluspravedigni prav

v urcité teorii spravedinosti, ktera zaklada jejich temitu. Ve ¢lanku se snazim ukazat, Ze pomoci
teorie spoléenské smlouvy lze konstruovat soubor pricgnvironmentalni spravedinosti pro
spole&nost, kterd se chce stat vice odfnou vici zivotnimu prostedi a zarowve fungovat podle
liberalnich princif.

Introduction

In the contemporary world, discussions of environtaeproblems and their impacts upon
society are widespread. Ozone depletion, climatangh, acid rains, water scarcity,
overfishing of the world oceans, deforestation amany other problems have become a
steady part of social and political agenda. Apestnf empirical questions dealing with the
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precise causes and effects of above mentioned sgesethere are many related issues to
tackle in the fields of philosophy, ethics, and ifocd. Injustice in the distribution of
environmental goods and burdens has serious ingpeitte life of various social groups. One
of the most intriguing problems is the question howchoose between policies, which will
have disproportionate environmental effects onatfiected population. Often, in cases such
as power plants construction, infrastructure inwestts, habitat protection or mining, we
have to choose between policies, which will consetjy distribute negative environmental
goods among the inhabitants of some particular ésig region, nation state), no matter
which of the alternative policies would be adoptéhother issue is the problem of
intergenerational justice. Social life could bei®asly salient damaged by insensitive
environmental policies of ones ancestors. In alamway, we can influence the very quality
of life of future generations, depending on us b&lt responsibly towards our natural
environment: Therefore, we must try to find out a suitable aagh to tackle these questions.

Questions concerning our dealings with nature amadays rightly deemed as a part of
social and political theory (philosophy) and we @doconsider them from the view of the
political conceppar excellencethat of justice. Justice is not concerned onlihwhe idea of
equality, its interpretation and implementation,t l@lso connects other crucial ideas in
political thought like autonomy, respect, harmotlay and legitimacy. Similarly, Andrew

! Unfortunately, this paper cannot tackle the questibobligations towards future generations. Many
thinkers claim that we have duty to posterity, bat because this duty is entailed by corresponding
rights, i.e. that future generations have righingtaagainst us. Our relation with future generation
their view is of beneficiary, not cooperative raaship. Our duties to posterity are at best sintita
charity. However, | think that the key to granthtg to future people is that even though we do not
know great deal about their precise condition @ogiolitical, technological), we know that a) thei
essential interests would be similar to ours; @Bytill have rights to have life-conditions above
sufficient threshold; c) we are in a position tia can severely affect these life conditions by our
contemporary actions. Many philosophers deny thathave “perfect duties” to future people, just
“imperfect” ones (distinction found in Kant’'s philophy). Perfect duties entail corresponding rights,
but imperfect duties (such as beneficence and tghato not (there is no right to charity). If you
donate money to the world’s poor and thereforevidte their suffering, it can be seen as an act
fulfilling imperfect duty of beneficence, but theceivers of your money have no right to your
donation. On the other hand, if some factory pe#uts neighbourhood and harms its inhabitanty, the
have valid right claim against its owners. Comp&asan this case is not a matter of charity, blut o
respecting the polluted area inhabitants’ rightsthbse are violated, persons responsible for the
factory must fulfil their duty. | don't think that is reasonable to say future people stand tonus i
relationship similar to that existing between adsrgand rich person. Therefore, we have perfect
duties to future generations; however, we haveatotsat not all rights of future generations entail
duties on our side. Only some rights, so-calleagipasrights are applicable to future generatiorgs an
present valid moral claims to regulate our behaviouhe presence. Passive rights are rights not be
treated in certain ways, prohibiting certain harinaictions. Because we can see future peoples’ needs
and essential interests, it is reasonable to asthidm negative rights. Still, persistent critio cdaim

that the group of future generations does not hidestifiable persons and therefore it is not
intelligible to ascribe rights to them. That wouttkan we would have duties to persons and still not
knowing who these persons are. But future genemat@re not simply imaginary beings. Their
existence is more or less certain, as well asdstsrunderpinning their rights. In a similar veirgny

of our contemporary legal and moral duties areailed in rem duties, which are owed to anyone
(against “the whole world”), not identifiable persoas such. For detailed discussion of these issues
see Parfit (1986), Kumar (2003).
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Dobson writes

“that the natural world—normally ‘invisible’ to ptical theory—affects, and is
affected by, political decisions in a way which reakt necessary to consider it a
site of political activity” (A. Dobson, quoted in&jer 2006, p. 778).

| think that here the political idea pfsticeis indispensable, because it could give us at leas
some ways how to cope with the normative questieteted to environmental problems.
Obviously then, I will not be concerned with theveanmental justicenovementhaving its
origins in the USA), but with environmental justiae an abstract concept in political theory.

This paper will try to defend a contractarian vensbf environmental justice. Social
contract theory holds that moral and political gations, principles of justice, and legitimacy
of political institutions are derived from a hypetital contract between individuals to whom
these norms should apgiydere | understand justice to be

“moral permissibility applied to distributions of benefits and burdengy.(e
income distributions) or social structures (e.ggal systems).” (Vallentyne 2007,
p. 548, emphasis in original).

Two parts of environmental justice have to be dised: 1) that which concerns human-
nature relationships, where | would claim that génciples of justice state what human
actions are generally permissible when dealing whth natural environment; and 2) that
which concerns the distribution of environmentabd® and burdens in society through social
cooperation.

Furthermore, | will focus on the case of domeatstice, not the case of international
(or global) justice. | am a bit reluctant to deyelgiobal normative principles straight away,
because we can see that the most formative enveonhfar an individual's aims, values and
goals is his domestic society. Solving the casearhestic justice will give us some ideas
about the global level, which is still qualitatiyedifferent. In the first part of the paper, | Wil
sketch my answer to the question why is necessageé¢ our natural environment beyond
pure instrumentality. Second part shortly introduttee Rawlsian theory of justice and tries to
extend its scope so it includes the non-human enment as one of its primary goods being
distributed in the society. Finally, in the thirdrp | propose some principles which should
inform and regulate human/nature relationship asgfanore general framework of a theory
of justice.

1. Nature and Intrinsic Value

2 Of course, it is a complicated question to whaeeixcontract theories of the past were based upon
the idea of hypothetical, rather than actual cantidowever, contemporary contractarians uniformly
adopt the idea of hypothetical contract allowingnthto get rid of many otherwise insurmountable
contradictions, which were already so aptly crgéa by Hume in his seminal essay the Social
Contract see Hume (1987).
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| think there would be only a few of those who wbwonsider human beings radically
separate from their natural environment, excepattrerents of some version of strict mind-
body dualism, like Descartes. Natural environmerat more generally the world ecosystem is
indispensable for one simple reason: we cannotwitieout it. We need natural resources; we
need air, water, food. Moreover, nature plays gpoitant role in human psychology because
of its aesthetic and other functions. Natural esrtwinent is essentially important. Basic human
potential no matter how understood could not béllkd if the natural environment was
seriously damaged or utterly destroyed. Taken Wbypadhture is instrumentally valuable as
being necessary fany form of life on this planet, including humafe.lDoes it mean that the
natural environment has value apart from humarriunstntal reasons (i.e. does nature also
have arintrinsic valug?®

My answer to the question would be no, if it is migay intrinsic value that there exists
some real (metaphysical) value apart from humasomag and valuation. There are no
objective moralalues akin to Platonic forms. On the other hatidrnk that the answer to our
guestion should be in the affirmative, if we tal@mething having an intrinsic value as
opposed to instrumental value, i.e. having an endself, without any reference to human
good. Contrary to some thinkers (usually dubbedeegp-ecologist, see Naess 1989) | deem
the idea of something possessing value even withmitexistence of a valuing agent as
contradictory® Bryan Norton (1984) called this position quitelgpteak anthropocentrism
meaning that all valuing of nature is rooted neaelysin human-centred reasons, but this
does not degrade nature to be only of instrumessteie® There are other authors who hold
the view that both instrumental and intrinsic valkisubjective in the sense that they need and
agent being capable of the act of valuing (seeicoalll985). Therefore, ‘when we say that
some non-human entity has intrinsic value, we donmean that moral rules apply to it as a
moral agent—because, of course, being a moral agguires the capacity to make moral
judgements, and in that sense values are attribitedbjects by humans; they are not

® Instrumental value means here that something hase\solely as a mean for something having
intrinsic value. Some object having intrinsic vahaes it for its own sake, with no relation to artlyes
valuable objects. Therefore, if health is of irgitvalue, exercise (as a mean to achieve goodheal
would be an instrumental value.

* Ascribing intrinsic value to some entities withorgference to human reasoning seems to be
philosophically implausible. It would entail somerrh of direct cognitive access to what are the
interests grounding intrinsic value. But how woslagch knowledge be possible, if all interests are
known only through an act of reason? Seeking pureh-human set of values is probably hopeless,
because all interest we ascribe to nonhumans ateddn human language discourse. Furthermore,
the deep ecologists' calling for equality of altrfts of life in their interest (based on their iddmut
what intrinsic value is) would probably make humde miserable (probably every satisfaction of
human needs clashes with some interests of non#m)raad would lead to necessary sacrifices great
number of human lives for upholding interest of #fmman entities.

®> General move from strong anthropocentrism to iesker forms in political discourse could be

discerned in some important international documesish as thélhe Declaration of the United
Nations Conference on the Human Environn{&@72) and subsequent related documents.

http://filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz



Filosofie dneg’. 1, ra®. 7, 2015 43

discovered. Rather, since we mean that there iglol@ment of inherited capacities and
faculties in this entity’ (De-Shalit 1994). Contyailo many scholars working in the field of
environmental ethics | think we need not to se@rapbcentrisnper seas necessarily hostile
towards non-human environment. Only some formsnéiirapocentrism seem to lead to that
conclusion, for example the view that sees natalg as resource completely at our disposal
(see Light 2001, pp. 10-12).

Animals or larger natural entities have an endhentselves without any reference to
human race, because they were created during tlenma of Earth’s evolution long before
Homo sapiengven existed. Thus, apart from instrumental véuéhumans, natural entities
have their own interests. We should also bear imdntinat the separateness of humans from
their environment is to a large extent hypothetiGderefore, nature has intrinsic value and
because it is independent of human action it desepur respect and should not be destroyed
unless it is in serious conflict with our essenhakds. Just because we have no interest in
something (like the wilderness in Antarctica) does meanit does not have value. Another
good argument is supplied by A. Vincent, who speaksature’s indispensability for the
development of human reason. Not respecting

“the environment is to act against reason andus 8elf-contradictory. If reason
directs one to the sustenance of a natural envieohrfwhich is its essential
presupposition and condition of reason’s flourighithen there are good reasons
for obligatory action premised upon intrinsic valu@/incent 1998, p. 143, n.
43).

We can call this the evolution argument and it &mlus to better appreciate the human-
nature relationship in a more subtle manner.

| have said before that every form of life unquarsdibly needs a healthy environment.
Healthy and prosperous natural environment cortggto human flourishing also indirectly,
because nature is immensely important for aesthigedings and scientific progress
(Passmore 2007, p. 581). Furthermore, humans ajastmne among the Earth’s species, but
their capabilities make them special in a sensepbgentially everything can be harmed by
them given the present state of technology avalalihat would mean special responsibilities
on the side of the humankind that other specieplgigio not have. We are able to recognize
the interests of other animals, plants and lifeptamet in general. Our position on the planet
as the highest form of life that came out of theletionary process entails duties on our part
to our environment. Terence Ball acknowledges that

“our ever-expanding knowledge of the natural wdstthgs with it an expanded

responsibility to recognise the interests (somemgego further, and say ‘rights’)
of other creatures. And whilst we may not alwaysdide to promote these
interests, we must, as moral and political ageatdeast accord them serious
consideration in making political decisions and lpulpolicies that affect their

well-being or, indeed, their very existence” (B2008, p. 543).

To make the whole idea more clear, you can think gimilar way about the protection of
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preciousartefactsgenerated by millennia of human development (&chire, objects of art
etc.). Even though they are not at all necessary@o survival and their value is largely
aesthetical, in majority of societies there woulel o question about the need of their
protection and many societies invest significantoams of money to achieve this goal.
Contrary to enormous costs of artefact preservadioth maintenance, nearly every human
society proudly takes care of these objects.

There is no difficulty to imagine possible traddsdbetween different kinds of intrinsic
values (cf. Bell 2006, pp. 216-217). Most of theds we tend to see the environment
instrumentally, but there are cases when it is s&a® to invoke the idea of nature as worthy
to be respected, even if there is no straightfawa@mnection to any human interests. This
view can be taken as imposing geneaide constraint®n our behaviour towards nature, but
it does not say in more detail what our specifitgatiions are and they have to be worked out
separately. However, it does not hold that recognizing nasiiatrinsic value automatically
creates morally binding reasons to preserve giviés some moral guide by saying what is
intrinsically valuable, but does not answer thec@luquestion: which of society’s actions
related to the environment are good and which ade(Brennan and Lo 2008)? It seems to be
clear that we need principles according to whichcae decide possible conflicts inherent to
many issues on the environmental agenda.

2. Environmental Justice and Rawlsian Social Contract

Moral reasoning sketched in the previous chaptee gs some preliminary thoughts about
the human-nature relationship. The philosophicabtke sketched in chapter one is only partly
relevant to the question of justice. Why? The nre@son is that human relations to natural
environment have to be in the end ruled by lawsmiky a legitimate political authority. In
contemporary society even the best philosophicgliraent given cannot overrule standard
political and social practices. When | speak almuttemporary society | have a society in
mind, which is governed by social and politicalesilsustained and generated by liberal
democratic regime.

| propose to tackle the question of environmentiatige through the theory abcial
contract inspired by John Rawls as developed in Hmeory of JusticdRawls 1971) and
subsequent works. Justice, in his view, is the randeof social institutions in a way that
ensures fair cooperation among free and equaleogiZRawls 2001, p. 27). Principles of
justice are applied on thmsic structureof society, which

“is understood as the way in which the major somiatitutions fit together into
one system, and how they assign fundamental rights duties and shape the
division of advantages that arises through soc@peration. Thus political
constitution, legally enforced forms of propertyganization of the economy and
the nature of the family, all belong to the basiacure” (Rawls 1996, p. 258).

® On the notion of side constraints and its imparéafor political thought, see Nozick (1974).

http://filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz



Filosofie dneg’. 1, ra®. 7, 2015 45

Also, very important is Rawls’ idea of theell-orderedsociety, by which he means a society
where principles of justice and their justificatsoare fully public and where all reasonable
citizens acknowledge them (lbidem, p. 14). His viswthat any theory of justice, which

would not be stable in that kind of society, is mairth pursuing. My goal here is to use
Rawls’s theory and alter it in the light of congtsarelated to human relationship with the
environment.

But it seems that the social contract theory hé&sta flaw. Such a contract has never
happened so how it could have any normative forwk its results having a binding force
upon us (see Dworkin 1973)? The answer to thisatibje is that social contract theory rests
upon the assumption that a unanimous agreemengeéetaitizens in free and fair conditions
would show us what kinds of actions or social tostbns will be just. It is not that
hypothetical argumentbind us, but because the normative force is ddrivem the most
reasonableprocedure the hypothetical contract arguments wargimulate. Jean Hampton
nicely explains this point:

“So what we ‘could agree to’ has prescriptive fofoe the contractarians not
because make-believe promises in hypothetical wohniave any binding force
upon us, but because this sort of agreement ivigedéhat (merely) reveals the
way in which (what is represented as) the agreahqutcome is rational for all
of us” (Hampton 2007, pp. 482—-483).

So the modern version of the social contract théomyot an actual survey of citizens about
particular questions concerning justice, but a gndexperiment based reasoning about
norms of the justification of moral or political mos.

In Rawls’s theory, individuals decide the principlef justice for a society, assuming
that they would like to cooperate on the basisaling each person as free and equal. To
ensure that the results of the contract decisienfar, Rawls urges us to use hypothetical
device which he calls theriginal position(Rawls 1971, pp. 12-13). This device is highly
abstracted traditional idea of the state of natowed among classical social contract thinkers.
In the original position, contractors are to be emthe veil of ignorance, meaning that they
would not have any particular knowledge about thigisires, aims, gender, race or social
position they occupy in the society (Rawls 197118, see Freeman 2007, pp. 154-160).
However, they do have knowledge about basic famteming natural and social phenomena,
which we can call basic knowledge of social ancduratworld’s ontology. In the original
position as Rawls envisions it, decision makingharacterised by absence of potential unfair
advantages that particular persons could haveeyf knew more detailed facts about their life
prospects, social status and so forth. Becausertieedure of choosing principles of justice
can be seen as fair, the following results of tree@dure ar@ust and legitimize policies build
upon these principles. In Rawls’s view, the contrex would reason upon the future
principles of justice governing their society byngsthe method ominimax(maximizing the
minimum, Rawls 1971, pp. 134-139; see Pogge 2007,6p—73). In situation of great
uncertainty, when no one knows what will be hisigogosition in society and other crucial
features, it is rational and reasonable to selech rinciples of justice, where the worst-off
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position is the best among the feasible alternsfive

For Rawls, deliberation of individuals within thagnal position is not the same as the
economic bargain of mutually disinterested, isalatatomistic individuals, with their
behaviour driven purely by their self-interest. Rathis goal is to develop fair rules of social
cooperation, which presupposes the necessity gperation in which all the individuals
involved would like be able to justify their act®to others (see Freeman 19%awils in his
later work claims that because democratic socgetgavitably marked by pluralism of moral,
philosophical and religious doctrines, main soarad political institutions must be guided by
principles, which do not have their source in sop@eticular comprehensive doctrine
(reasonable pluralissmRawls 2001, p. 3). We should rather turn to “$taading” political
conception of justice. This political conceptionsigpposed to be based around values ‘latent
in the public political culture of a democratic sy’ (Rawls 1996, p. 175).

But how can then animals, trees or larger natungtisube part of the conception of
justiceat all? | agree here with M. Wissenburg’s claim that reattould possibly figure in the
idea of political or distributive justice in thrgmssible ways: 1) as a distributor, 2) as a
recipient (organic nature), 3) as a resource (Wisgey 1993, pp. 6-8). The first point is
clearly irrelevant to our discussion. To the secpoaht, | again agree with Wissenburg that
plants and inorganic nature only figure as a resoum the idea of distributive justice, but
resource here takes a very broad meaning. Justileout the distribution of natural benefits
and burdens for the sake of human and animal neguscifically, under social contract
theory, animals can be part of the original positas beingepresentedby humans, but not as
the contracting parties (lbidem, p. 17). The depelent of human technologies enables
humankind to severely change the Earth’s environnasnwell as the rapid growth of the
human population has shown that the moral basiesgfonsibility of human actions needs to
be adjusted to accommodate the present state @tygothere are good reasons for partly
extending moral consideration from humans to th@renment, even though it is us who
have to represent its interests. Natural entiteagmo rights, but could have morally relevant
interests, because it is not necessary for X tee hayhts though X may have interests (cf.
Bandman 1985). If there exist interests of somethimat has intrinsic value this must be
taken into account in the concept of justice, widetails which actions are permissible from
the moral point of view.

Environmental justice concerns regulating humanafsgn-human naturgua human
reasoning. Properly speaking, destructive behavimwards nature is not unjust in the sense
that we are unjust towards animals, plants, namsgcts or the ecosystem as a whole; it is
immoral because we do not respect what should $gected. Our behaviour can be seen as
unjust in the sense that we did not respected wieashould have. On the other hand, our
duties of justice based on human reasoning can dpefigial to the non-human world
(Jamieson 2007, p. 93). The reason for this isriaadre, even though it deserves the respect

" For critique of this type of reasoning see Har@7@). S. Freeman (2007, p. 167—180) presents
reasonable arguments supporting Rawls.
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and moral considerations of our actions itself dowt have moral agency usually
characterised by language, rationality, self-camssmess, and high level of social
cooperation. Non-human entities are in my view rheudjects, not moral agents, therefore
not being agents of moral reasoning, but demandiiogal evaluation® All moral agents are
moral subjects, but not vice versa.

| am opposed to the view of non-human nature asfaworal agency because it leads
to severe difficulties. If, for example, all semideings were to bmoral agentswould they
have rights? If so, are we going to take some tpisle distinction between various species
of fauna, or are we to grant rights simply to everganic entity? Even then it would not be
simply enough, because in the majority of environtakissues we are concerned with
holistic entities (ecosystems) rather than indiaidanimals, plants or objects. Non-human
animals (less other parts of natural environmemicusly don't have moral autonomy,
duties and responsibilities and therefore it is nojust if they are excluded from the
politically relevant community of humans. It is tere wholly mistaken to imagine non-
humans as our “fellow contractors”, which shoukktgart in construction of the principles of
justice in the original position. Humans have toaamt for the interest of non-humans (living
and non-living), because only humans are capabtatminal and moral reasoningnd only
they can influence the societies decision-makirag@ss. Specifically in Rawls’s own theory,
necessary conditions for moral personhood is a)goable to rationally set down and follow
one’s file plans and goals, and (b) having the cigypdor a sense of justice (Rawls 1971, p.
505). On the other hand, non-human entities shbeldiven adequate respect because of the
moral side constraints briefly elucidated in paré @f this article.

There is one potential problem here. Not all memlmérthe human species satisfy the
condition for moral personhood. Generally, normaiian being is a moral person, but there
are so-called “marginal cases” of humans (for exanipe mentally handicapped, people in
coma or suffering from dementia, infants), who lattie prerequisites to have moral
personality (cf. Dombrowski 1997, 2001). No mattew the criteria for moral personhood
will be elaborated, they will always be at leagnhscanimals who satisfy those criteria, but not
some members of the human race. The upshot isf tivat ascribe moral personality only to

® Rawls (1971, p. 512): “But it does not follow tliaere are no requirements at all in regard tojmor
our relations with the natural order. Certainlisitvrong to be cruel to animals and the destruatios
whole species can be a great evil. The capacityefings of pleasure and pain and for the forms of
life of which animals are capable clearly impos¢ieduof compassion and humanity in their case”.
Some authors differentiate between environmentsiiger andecological justice where the latter
should designate direct relations of justice betwde human and non-human world (see Baxter
2005). However, it is unclear how could we be unjosnature, when natural living and non-living
entities are not moral persons. Second, some atcofienvironmental justice take the environment
purely instrumentally, but it is possible to rejétoe idea of justice to be applied to nature diyezhd

at the same time take into account the intrinsloevaf nature as a part of a theory of justice.réhg

no moral subjectivity outside the human race, hig toes not mean that animals, plants etc. should
not be morally respected. It just does not leath® conclusion that they have to be a part of the
deliberation leading to principles of justice. Fscussion of this point see Bell (2006, esp. {92
221) and Michael (2000, p. 47-48).
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humans and not some of the animals which are nairenal than people representing the
“marginal case”, we are guilty of prejudice simil@r racism, sexism and so drSo for
example according to Vandeveer persons the repegsas in the original position behind
the veil of ignorance should not have the knowletlg they might moral persons at all
(Vandeveer 1979, pp. 371-372). That leads to piisgithat the deliberation in the original
position will generate principles protecting nomyfan animals, because the deliberators
would not know to what species (able to achieveanoersonhood) they belong:

»1hey might choose principles which preclude treattnof any sentient creature
(not posing a serious threat to others) which waelitderno life at all for that
creature, on balance (...) preferable to its livifgandeveer 1979, p. 375).

Critigue such as Vendeveer's fails for severaboaa. 1) The whole idea of original
position suits larger Rawls’'s goal of his theory joktice and that is his attack on
utilitarianism. His position is that utilitarianisns morally defective, because it does not
respect individuals with their rights and life ge&nough and subsumes all moral reasoning
to maximization overall utility. As L.-M. Russow fsuit:

“Rawls seems to assume what others have arguetbfogspect individuality one
must reject the idea that it is rational (ratiopadbligatory?) to have no or less
interest in the fulfilment of one's own desiresiasthe fulfilment of another
being's equally strong interest (...) More specificahe entire idea of an original
position and tile veil of ignorance is presentecaasalternative to utilitarianism;
therefore, any criticism of Rawls's strategy mustcbnsistent with the rejection
of utilitarianism that motivates the strategy, tgeemust reach further and attack
the anti-utilitarian arguments on which tile origirposition is based” (Russow
1992, p. 226).

And that is precisely the reason, why only humananpersons equipped by the two moral
capacities should and could decide over principkegistice in the original position. 2) The
whole idea of animals deliberating over principtégustice in the original position seems to
me to be just far-fetched. The reason is that ulld/anply we could have sound and coherent
idea about how would animals (cognitively and ihestways very differergpeciedrom us)
decides over matters that have literally neverredt¢heir mind. Sure, animals have interest
and legitimate ones that have to be respectedaat bt they could not be understood as
contractors akin their human counterparts.

Now, liberal states are usually thought to be raduir the sense that their legitimacy is
not supplied by any comprehensive notion of goaatiygd for example from religion), but
by political principles, which ensures that anyaa® pursue his own vision of good life as
long as he does not coerce his fellow citizensdmpa policies of the state based on his own
good. On many issues citizens hold contradictorypiops and it is very hard (some would
say, impossible) to objectively decide between thenevery such regime, we can presume

° See Singer (1988) for classic elucidation of tigction.
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with Rawls that there is some kind of thresholdcohsensus above which there is no
guarantee of mutual understanding among citizerstduthe nature of language and how
open societies work in information exchange. Evedybis affected bypurdens of judgement
(Rawls 1993, pp. 54-58). How it is then possibled&velop principles of environmental
justice and do not breach the neutrality of therigh state?

Nevertheless, neutrality does not mean the abseheay values Every political or
ethical conception presupposes some form of wankdlogy, i.e. how the world works and
what is the position of the humans inhabiting heTexistence of society in the long run is not
possible without protection and improvement of tate of environment, because our
demand for natural resources is simply too highiasdrising with increasing living standard
in populous countries like India, China, IndoneSiatkey, Brazil or Mexicd? If we suppose
that social non-cooperation is not an option whackling essential problems of human
society such as environmental degradation, theseains reasonable to adopt some sort of
limitation on possible life plans of individualsgedause they have share the environment with
others. Thus, | think the environmental goods sthdag¢ seen as a part of Rawls’ primary
goods (indeed meta-goodl of which it is reasonable for every person teehmore than less,
consistent with the same share of goods with atlizens (cf. Rawls 2001, pp. 57-58; Rawls
1982; Wissenburg 2006, p. 118)According to Rawls, these primary goods are begtts
and liberties, freedom of movement and occupatiocpme and wealth, powers and
prerogatives of offices and social basis of setpext (Rawls 1996, pp. 181, 308-309). We
need these primary goods whatever our conceptidheofood life may be. Subsequently the
quality and richness of the environment is impdrfan every human being. Environmental
goods are indirectly social, but to a great extlagiendent on political and social rules. Rawls
acknowledges this point by saying that every justiety needs favourable background
conditions. We also have to take into account “maitgescarcity” of resources in nearly any

1% Just to mention one example, majority of wood etgpfsom Sub-Saharan Africa go to China. Even
though China is still not the world's biggest impor of timber, its growing appetite for this
commodity does and will be doing more damage tedisr of Siberia, Philippines, Cameroon or
Gabon. Endangered species all around Africa aldtersirom growing demand of these rare
“commodities” mainly from still richer Asians (Mieghand Beuret, 2008, pp. 45-60).

™ 1n this way we can avoid the objection raised layi® himself (Rawls 1971, p. 512) that potential
duties of justice towards the non-human environmesit on certain metaphysical ideas of our place in
nature, which would breach the requirements thaptinciples of justice rest on freestanding pwditi
conceptions of justice, not on any of the comprehendoctrines. Also, we have to clatontra
Rawls (1996, pp. 245-246) that our relation to reaia not one of the basic questions of justice. It
certainly is, albeit because of what we owe to iothenans, not in spite natuper se Rawls claims
that for example wilderness protection is not of¢he “constitutional essential” (Rawls 1996, p.
214), but as | have already shown before, healtldypsosperous natural environment is indispensable
for humans to enjowll of the other constitutional essentigfzolitical rights, civil liberties etc.). Thus,
there are at least some environmental principlés;iware fully part of a theory of justice and atde

to create an overlapping consensus among the adbeoé various reasonable comprehensive
doctrines (environmental racism, for example). Sastieer principles will, on the other hand, fall
outside the scope of justice (prohibition of deenting, use of laboratory animals etc.). See Mithae
(2000, pp. 50-52).
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human society (Rawls 1987, p. 22). If citizens desoh other as free and equal, there must
be principles ensuring the autonomy of each indiaig way life, which also implies just
distribution of environmental goods.

Not every person has to adopt strong moral feeling&ards nature, but the important
point is that these notions are widespread and vghatore important, it is more and more
socially recognised how the environment is crugiathportant, biologically, economically
and aesthetically. Therefore, all principles ofige must ensure thétere will be as many as
possible forms of natural environments available Hamans to pursue their vision of life
Recall that we have said before that every hunfarahd every society is inevitably linked to
its environment and to global ecosystem. This caeidve as the basis for consensus among
citizens on environmental protection policies, thalifferent visions of good life
notwithstanding. Value pluralism is central both doological and political values (Jayal
2001, pp. 68-69). Even perfect philosophical consdrout inherent and relative value of
non-human entities cannot solve environmental s®&spolitical and social question. The
reason would be that political and philosophicahsemt is substantially and procedurally
different and consent in the political sense isessary condition of state’s legitimacy
(Waldron 1987, p. 140; Achtenberg 1993, p. 92). Aimdy those environmental policies
(backed by the coercive power of the state) thatdcbe reasonably justified to all reasonable
citizens don’t breach the neutrality of the libestdte. Using the previous argumentation, we
are able to effectively avoid the problem of nédlitfabecause no one’s lifestyles or ideas of
the good are given superiority over anottfe®therwise the environmental policies will be
illegitimate since they would not show equal respgecall citizens and therefore will be
lacking legitimacy (see Nagel 1987).

Claiming environmental goods to be among primargdgodepicted above does not
mean that the environment taken generally is puoélinstrumental value, like income or
wealth. Protection and improvement of the natun@irenment are essential when any human
cooperation is concerned, providing us with neagsssources for vital life functions (water,
air, food), as well as with resources needed in ymather types of human society’'s
production. The important point is that by allowimgprovement and protection of human’s
natural environment to enter our considerationsutlpastice, it can helps us to build an
overlapping consensus in our society on this qoesfn overlapping consensus

“is not merely a consensus on accepting certaihaaities, or on complying with

certain institutional arrangements, founded on avergence of self- or group
interests. All those who affirm the political coptien start from within their own

comprehensive view and draw on the religious, gliihical, and moral grounds
it provides” (Rawls 1996, p. 147).

Citizens approach the question of justice fromedéht angles and justify their actions by

12 For discussion about the liberal principle of malitty in relation to environmental policies cf.
Michael (2000).
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different sets of beliefs, norms and ideals. Beeatl®e state’s power is coercive, its
justification cannot be based on comprehensive haoreeligious doctrine, but on principles
which will be justifiable from everyone’s point eiew. Overlapping consensus

“consists of all the reasonable opposing religiopkijlosophical, and moral
doctrines likely to persist over generations anddm a sizable body of adherents
in a more or less just constitutional regime, amegin which the criterion of
justice is that political conception itself (Rawd996, p. 15).

One of the goals of political theory should be wogkon building the overlapping consensus
around the most important and salient issues iigadland social discourse.

| think we can conclude this part by saying thatnha actions involving environment
are should constrained by three groups of condidesa 1) The essential importance of
nature for human life (theastrumentalconsideration); 2) The special position of the ham
species on the planetgistemologicatonsideration); 3) Nature as having intrinsic eafand
in itself) calling for respectnforal consideration). The second and third point higdttlidne
reason why we should take in consideration interesthon-human natural entities, even if
they are of nanstrumentalvalue to us. Using the social contract methodalompn-human
entities should not be seen as taking part in #idberation leading to principles of justice
within the original position. Even though non-hureagre not moral persons and are not
directly part of the social cooperation calling fegulation by principles of justice, we have
other moral duties towards them which have to bermorated into general theory of justice.

3. Reasoning in the Original Position: the principles

Now we have arrived at the point where we can dansieasoning in the original position.
Original position is a hypothetical device, whenglividuals behind the veil of ignorance
decide the principles of justice for their sociefypart from the reasoning in this situation
depicted by Rawls (cf. Rawls 1971, § 25-27), thetretors should act on the three types of
considerations (instrumental, moral, and epistegiodd) as depicted in the previous
paragraph. This will be done in more detail in foofntwo additional principles of justice
concerned specifically with the question of theuratenvironment. | have to stress that the
principles of justice should be applicable on thsib structure of society, therefore regulating
basic rights, liberties, political and legal systeas well as setting rules for the economy and
system of property rights, which is very importéiméme in environmental protection itself
(cf. Rawls 2001, pp. 10-12). Rawls himself propdsisdwo famous principles of justice:

“1. Each person has an equal claim to a fully adezjacheme of equal basic
rights and liberties, which scheme is compatiblnhe same scheme for all; and
in this scheme the equal political liberties, antiydhose liberties, are to be
guaranteed their fair value.

2. Social and economic inequalities are to satistyconditions: (a) They are to
be attached to positions and offices open to aleugonditions of fair equality of
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opportunity; and (b), they are to be to the gradierefit of the least advantaged
members of society” (Rawls 1996, pp. 5-6).

Principle 1 takes lexical priority over principle &1d principle of fair equality of opportunity
(2a) over the difference principle (2b), (Rawls 19pp. 37-38). Basic rights and liberties
protected under principle 1 can be only restridtedhe sake of other such liberties, forming
an adequate system of basic rights. | think thatall/these principles are sound, but they are
mainly relevant for the distributive part of theveonmental justice problem, i. e. how we
potentially to distribute environmental goods amks among the population are. Rawls’s
original principles cannot give us reasons whatukhde our obligations towards natural
environment in a situation when interests of noman entities are not directly related to
human interests. Because there are many contragictiterests going on in public and
political debate, we need some other principlescivivould enable us to judge these clashes
of interest in cases dealing with environmentauess (Achtenberg 1993, p. 96). Also,
recognition and representation of disadvantagedpgdas to be properly spelled out by the
principles.

Concerning the instrumental importance of the emrrent and our moral obligations
to respect it, citizens will choose such princig)efvhich will ensure that our capabilities as
humans will flourish, but nct substantive costs to the environmisete Ball 2006, pp. 217—
218). Parties to the contract would also see tkegnt state of environmental degradation. |
think the following principle would be satisfactory

The Improvement Principi&\Ve are obliged to improve condition of non-human
environment, be it in the cities or in the wild. &dhbasic human needs are at
stake these interests overweight those of non-hemtiies'? If that is the case,

13 My argument here implies that only members of thméan species have all basic rights, primarily
right to life, which is not dependent purely on ttapacity to have moral personality, but is species
dependent. How could such speciesim be justified®h’A there humans whose mental capacities
(marginal cases) are way behind some higher marfritdésviolate our own criteria for who might be
deemed moral person (with according rights inclgdhme right to life), because we unjustifiably give
precedence to humans over some higher mammaldenuse they are members of our own species.
In my opinion, such speciesism is justified for es& reasons. First, the capacities of being moral
person can be lost (mentally ill, people sufferfingm dementia), or are not yet fully developed
(infants). If sheer bad luck or some other unluckgumstance didn't occur, they would develop
normal moral personhood. However, these human mmmalpersonsshould have all the rights of
moral persons, because we identify with them ag #ne connected to us by empirical conditions of
human life. So even if some animals actually haggdr potential for rationality, we don't have to
ascribe them moral personhood, because we simply{ gloare our existential human situation with
them. (see Wreen 1982, pp. 49-50). Furthermoreyirworld only those who are lucky enough could
understand their own moral personhoditherefore, it justified to be a “speciecist”, hase human
personhood is not easily separable from thaténibodied in the members of the human race. Moral
personhood is thus rightly identified with humannge alone, and could not be extended to other
entities, because purely non-biological descriptjualifications for personhood alone or not enough
to ascribe moral personality (Ibidem, pp. 51-52he Tempirical conditions of human existence
determining how we perceive and interact with otbeople’s moral personality present significant
constraint on judging who is and who is not a mpeaison. So humans and non-humans do not differ
only alongside some criterion like rationality oense of justice, but also completely different
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we have to ensure that such alternative is chostich will result in the lowest
possible level environmental degradation in givimasion.

By basic means here | understand food and shelgether with economic activities
necessary for providing them. The first part ofstiprinciple isconsequentialisti.e. it
measures actions according to their consequenéessdcond part ideontological stating
that some actions are always permissible, butsdge that we should always aim at doing the
least harm possible.

Why the obligation to improve? The reason is theaaly bad condition of many non-
human and urban environmentdt may seem that the improvement principle isweak and
does not respect the environment very much, but #pgpearance is misleading. First,
improvement in this sense means creating possggsilior successful flourishing according to
the basic capabilities of living things and thes&iem in general. Second, actions depressing
intrinsic natural value should not be permittedlesa basic human capabilities (nutrition,
safety, personal integrity etc.) are at stake. dhthe principle would prohibit many
contemporary practices which are clearly environiagndestructive, but will accomplish
this in a gradual, rather than radical or revohdiy way, thus improving the environment
step by step. Clever tax and market policies (qati@, emission trading schemes) could be
of some help here, no matter whether these polaiepursued on local, national, regional, or
global level. Finally, the improvement principleips to commitment to redress previous
wrongful practices and urges us on any actionsatareng the environment to think hard
what impacts there may be. If improvement of tteesbf the environment is not possible,
maintaining the status quo should be the leastigsiiohe course of action.

It can be argued against the improvement prindipdé there can always be reasonable
reasons for giving priority to human interests. BsitElliot stresses, assessments of the impact
of human actions (or policies) on the environment

“typically exaggerate benefits for humans, undemesie deleterious
environmental impacts, ignore alternative meandaeiefiting humans, do not
investigate alternative social and economic arrareges, underestimate the costs
of environmental despoliation and degradation &sent and future humans and
non-humans and fail to interrogate the connectietwben quality of life and
material wealth” (Elliot 2001, p. 183).

My first principle would surely have far reachingpdications if applied constantly, but it is
not supposed to measure every action of everyichai@. Its main aim is to regulate the basic
structure (constitution, political and economictsys, system of rights) and look to the future.

historical and biological characteristics of tHé& conditions.

* The whole debate in environmental ethics/politibdbsophy debate pays sadly too little attention
to very important areas of urban environment. Tdag®e extent it is excusable by primary focus on
wildlife protection, which is surely necessary. Hoxer, majority of people nowadays live in cities,
not in countryside; see De-Shalit (1994).
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For example, because of the natural resourcesitygatanay be not possible for us to use
some resources and still leave enough for othersh s the case of oil or other non-
renewable resources. One of our obligations thesuldnbe to develop technological
capacities so that future generations can cope thilr needs (Partridge 2001, p. 386), as
well to gradually minimize the use of resourcesalihare not necessary. In the same vein,
banning some sort of economically attractive uradengs in protected natural areas needs to
be followed by compensation to people, whose meéatiging had been endangered by this
act. On the other hand, the improvement principdesdnot allow environmental actions
which are too burdensome and which result in dpeisto basic human rights, especially
among the least advantaged.

The second of my principles of environmental justiconcerns the application of
political authority in the distribution of envirorental goods:

Principle of Distribution and Accountabilitpll parties directly or indirectly
affected by environmental risk should have thesédms distributed equally
among them, but with priority given to the leastantaged. All parties affected
must be consulted and given all relevant informratar achieving just and fair
procedure of bearing environmental costs.

Generally, the link between environmental policyg @emocratic decision making is rendered
by this principle, which itself is a variant of Rewdifference principle (see Mayer 2006, pp.
782-786). If we wanto treat citizens as free and equal, just procedorest be ensured to
deal with such grave issues as environmental dagoed Concerning the distribution of
environmental burdens, it should be seen as uifjuse majority of society would benefit
from policies causing environmental degradationjcivifalls heavily on some already in
different terms disadvantaged minority. There asnynexamples of this issue described in
the literature (see Shrader-Frechett 2002; Shivadd28chlosberg 2004, pp. 522-529). The
two principles stated above should not be seensasithected. Applying the first principle
could positively affect the question of distribivenvironmental justice and vice versa. |
would like to invoke again the idea of primary geodf it would be reasonable for every
citizen to have more rather than fewer primary gowadth the proviso that it is compatible
with the same amount for everyone there is no reashy political decisions about
environmental goods and costs as well as propégtitsr should not be regulated by the
concern for equal and fair distribution (see Rai®g1, pp. 58-59).

Take the following case. Public authorities araking about building a power plant in
your neighbourhood, which will cause environmerdamage to some extent. First, one
should consider whether the first principle is ated. If the facility is necessary (i.e. it
satisfies the condition that it is needed to meetes of the basic human needs), or it would
improve the intrinsic value of the environment @ale(some other less efficient power plant
could be closed instead of the new one), the mgldif the power plant is to be justified. The
power plant should also be constructed using thetreavironment friendly technology
available to one’s society. With respect to theosdcprinciple, we have to ensure that the
construction would not place too much of a burdarcitizens who will be afflicted by the
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construction, otherwise they should be adequatelypensated. Particular cases would
depend on the potential legal structure incorpogetine second principle. But we have to bear
in mind that we should still do the least possiatwironmental damage possible. Following
the principle of distribution and accountability wd mitigate to large extent many of the
issues of environmental degradation, which fallsqually on people who do not benefit from
the particular policy involved. The obligation take into account the interests of all parties
concerned would reduce behaviour otherwisgosed by the authoritiesvithout any
democratic control on a particular people or regiand it would also protect the interests of
those who do not have a voice in political debali&s, the poor, children, disadvantaged
ethnic minorities, simply all those who are in dangf being disproportionally hit by
pollution or other instance of environment degrematShrader-Frechette 2002, pp. 6-7).
Sometimes it is necessary that somebody has to dig@aroportionate environmental costs
(like in case of power plants supplying electricftyr the whole nation without anyone
wanting them to be built in their living area), lthis cannot come without just compensation
and assurance that the best level of technology @ntection for the local population
available will be used.

Would a society guided by such principles as depietbove be liberal in the sense that
it would not overstep somebodies basic human rightsliberties? There are many real-world
examples when environmental policies lead actuadtyonly to further degradation, but also
to erosion of democratic decision-making procedufes example, N. G. Jayal in his survey
of environmental policies in India found out thatderness preservation in India suffers from
lack of official’s actions transparency and demalsufruct or property right to indigenous
citizens is widespread. Few actions are taken twagd the inhabitants of their rights and
necessities of wilderness preservation and comgienda sorely needed for damage done by
protected animals (Jayal 2001, pp. 69-81). In mpaxts of the third world, wildlife
protections resulted in grave loss in politicalues, such as autonomy, representation, and
freedoms of person. At worst, overzealous envirartaleprotection can lead to various
human rights abuses.

But this does not mean we should give up environatgirotection altogether. This
leads us again to the urgent necessity of haviegret idea of environmental issues taking
part of public agenda and decision-making prodeasvls says that the political conception of
justice, which treats its citizens as free and equithin fair social cooperation, must be
public to be stable. The reasoning is as follows: ciszebey political authority only if they
can see basic political principles as reasonabdéevilay that everyone would see as reasonable
as well. L. Wenar writes that

“citizens engaged in certain political activitiesvie a duty of civility to be able to
justify their decisions on fundamental politicasugs by reference only to public
values and public standards” (Wenar 2008).

Therefore, principles of justice have to rest upgasons that can be seen as reasonable to all
citizens. For example, principles having its basishe Bible or any other revelation would
not count as public, reasonable to all citizensspective of theirs other moral or religious
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views and doctrines. My second principle satisfies condition of publicity and, because it
calls for throughout democratic control of envira@mtal legislation, should not lead to
erosion of human rights or other important values.

Do my principles of justice have any specific ingplions for day-to-day policies of the
state in the social and economic sphere? Nowadi@ysost often used principle for judging a
policy is the cost-benefit analysis. Although beingmany ways indispensable, as a sole
decision-making procedure it can lead to serioisngements of justice and other relevant
political and social norms. Every society needBrtd balance between ecological, economic,
and social rationalityMaximizing the rationality of some subsystem of sloeiety can lead in
the end to “loss of overall rationality and systerfailure” (N. Luhman, quoted in Ferris
1993, p. 148). On the other hand, giving the emvitental interests bigger leverage over
economic ones can have positive impacts on sogablgdy and disadvantaged groups’
emancipation. For example, tackling the problens@fere air pollution in particular area
means that distribution of environmental goods agntive state’s population had become
more equal and this can have positive economictsfia the long term.

Long term planning seems absolutely crucial in eprgorary environment policy when
the state of environment is given its proper comsitions. The most promising strategies
seem to be increasing the efficiency of energy eomion, support for effective public
transport and careful and informed urban plannisee (Fervis 1993, pp. 153-157). Even
though basic economic rationality of ecological mauzation of human society needs to be
respected, sadly many new technologies are notostgapvery much. There will always be a
clash between state policy and various individigiits, however, considering environmental
justice there are many groups that are clearlyddismataged in distribution of environmental
risks. Environmental philosophy cannot be simpiyn@del for social policy, because there is
too much controversy in many issues involved. Nigndess, we should do our best to find
solutions being more just, i.e. those distributihg least negative externalities for the rest of
society. Another important problem is the intercectedness of environmental and
intergenerational justice. Various solutions wereppsed, but every contemporary society
has to tackle the issue of environmental degradatia its asymmetrical impacts on various
groups in population having the long term impacthase processes in mind (cf. Clements
2012, pp. 149-181).

4. Conclusion

In this paper, I've attempted to present the caservironmental justice approached through
the modern version of social contract theory pranily represented by the works of John
Rawls. | have proposed to acknowledge certain msidd constraints in dealing with non-
human environment. Also, | spent some time onfyisty the incorporation of environmental
criteria in social contract theory. This effort geated a set of principles, which | see as
necessary supplement of Rawls’s original principdégustice. | have to admit that | have
probably left too many points aside. Most seriotishese would be the question of which
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principles of environmental justice would be apatie globally. But | think that my approach
to environmental questions through the social @mttheory can be fruitful, because it looks
towards environmental principles which can be pedshy any legitimate political authority

in the eyes of its citizens and can bring greatérecence and transparency to the process of
making principles to deal with the environment\MWcent opposes the idea of environmental
justice on the grounds that it would need a muadlelachange in the metaphysical picture of
the human position in the wider, natural world (&&nt 1998, p. 139). | think this approach is
mistaken. The question of environmental justiceas’how can we be unjust towards nature,’
but ‘what should be our obligations towards natame other peoplegiven the fact that the
natural environment is essential to us.
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Abstract/Abstrakt

Daniel Dennett’'s compatibilism based on redefirfieg will via broadening the concept of self to
include unconscious processes seems to disapmtaircintuitions. As Sam Harris points out, it
changes the subject from the free will we seenmtasitively care about — conscious free will. This
compatibilism is untenable since conscious willnsgdao be an illusion. However, if we take
Dennett’'s idea of “atmosphere of free will” and wigonscious will as an important concept or
“user illusion” which is one of the atmosphere’silthng blocks, we can see how a new
compatibilism could be reached. Although from tleénp of view of scientific thinking conscious
will seems illusory, inspired by Wilfrid Sellarstonception of manifest and scientific images we
can start to understand free will as existing sroin conceptual level. The confusion stems from
mixing the two frameworks.

Kompatibilismus Daniela Dennetta, zaloZzeny na rnedeBni svobodné tle skrze rozieni
konceptu ,ja“ o nevdomé procesy, se zda byt v nesouladu s jistymidetni. Jak upozdiuje
Sam Harris, vyhybéa se té svobodnidi,vo kterou nam &ejme intuitivné jde — wdomé svobodné
vili. Tento kompatibilismus je neudrzitelny, protogédoma vile se zda byt iluzi. Kdyz ale
ptfijmeme Dennettovu myslenku ,atmosféry svobodrife'va nahlédneme édomou vili jako
dulezity koncept nebo ,uZivatelskou iluzi“, kterd sewasti této atmosféry, iieme najit cestu
k novému kompatibilismu. &oliv se z ¥deckého pohledu zda bygdoma vile iluzi, inspirovani
koncepci zjevného agdeckého obrazu Wilfrida Sellarseizeme porozuit svobodné i jako
existujici na své vlastni konceptualni Urovni. Zemtgichazi pra¢ s michanim zniovanych
dvou ramé.

Introduction

In this paper | would like to introduce and discta® approaches towards the problem of
free will: Daniel Dennett’'s compatibilism and SamarHs’s determinism. My aim is to both
problematize and find inspiration in ideas of thas¢hors in order to better understand the
confusion which comes together with the ever coirsial question about the possibility of
compatibility of free will and strict physical lavesd the role that conscious awareness plays
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in it. The main issue will be to characterize andfoont two levels of thinking about free will
— the unreflective intuitive level and the scietiimore fine-grained level.

In the first section | will introduce Daniel Dentistconception, in the second Sam
Harris’s criticism of Dennett and his own conclusoln the third section | will try to point to
the strengths and weaknesses of both approachesusmdhe strengths to reveal such
approach toward the problem which would enableousnderstand the confusion concerning
free will and find a possible way to clarify it. iBhshould possibly lead to a new formulation
of compatibilism and an answer to the question a@ican keep both intuitive and scientific
understanding of free will while avoiding paradoxesl tensions.

Compatibilism?

One of the crucial aspects of Daniel Dennett’s eption is his attempt to demonstrate the
illusoriness of our unreflective common-sense cphoéfree will which is closely connected
to the concept of self. In order to understandrtteehanism of how our concept of free will
arises, it is important to turn to the concept afigation. Dennett mentions experiments
conducted by Daniel M. Wegner which demonstrate phepensity of subjects to
“misattribute decisions to themselves that are dnt fbeing made by somebody else.”
Causation is very problematic issue in the histafrphilosophy. We keep realising that the
way we view causes and effects is largely depenaieiour natural tendency to be

“overeager to interpret, to “notice” things cawgther things when, in fact, both
“cause” and “effect” are effects of complex machnthat is hidden from us —
backstage, in effect”

It is all aboutour interpretation of what we observe. We are notiggtthe “real” causes
served on a platter and according to Wegner, operance of conscious will arises from the
process which interprets the connections betweentlmughts and actions, not from the
connections themselvédhen we feel that we do something consciously\astdntarily, it

is only our interpretation of what is actually ggian.

In fact, as Dennett points out, we only observedraisionsarriving; we never see the
whole process of thefineing made“We have to see how we are going to decide sanggth
and when we do decide, our decision bubbles uprisaousness from we know not whete.”
From this perspective it seems that we are strgngaleft of the real responsibility for our
actions. We are only observers of the results cgnfiom the impenetrable depths of our
unconscious minds. This has a lot to do with “itieai of the self as a unitary and cohering
point of view on the world”, an illusion which agis when we are trying to come up with an

! Dennett (2003, p. 243).
% Ibidem, p. 244.
® Ibidem.

* Dennett (1984p. 78).
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interpretation of a certain action and when wettnanswer the question “Diddo thaf”
This “illusion” is very useful since it helps usténpret in an effective way certain events we
encounter. Under deeper observation, howevergsmalbreally make much sense.

By intuitively accepting the idea that our conssiaelf is really “the entity” which
actually makes all the voluntary decisions, we igifyy accept some sort of “supernatural
free will”. If we don’t assume that the decisions\aed to consciousness from intricate webs
of unconscious processes, the only possible exgptemas that they had to come from
“nowhere”; they simply appear to conscious self sbaw miraculously. Thus, conscious self
is the only entity available to take the respodigibi...we exploit the cognitive vacuum, the
gaps in our self-knowledge, by filling it with atih@r magical and mysterious entity, the
unmoved mover, the active seff.Dennett explicitly claims that free will thus umsi®od
does not exist. His position is succinctly capturethe following two sentences:

“If you are one of those who think that free wdlanlyreally free will if it springs
from an immaterial soul that hovers happily in yduein, shooting arrows of
decision into your motor cortex, then, given whatimean by free will, my view
is that there is no free will at all. If, on théhet hand, you think free will might be
morally important without being supernatural, thrag view is that free will is
indeed real, but just not quite what you probabbught it was.”

He suggests that free will is compatible with uremaous processes doing most of the work.
We are not only the conscious tip of an icebergawemuch more than that, all the intricate
unconscious processes included. As Dennett oftgghasises, there is a danger in excluding
too much from our concept of self:

“As | never tire of pointing out, all the work doihg the imagined homunculus in
Cartesian Theater has to be broken up and distdbut spaceand timein the
brain. It is once again time to repeat my ironicttmolf you make yourself really
small, you can externalize virtually everythirtg.”

In other words, according to Dennett, free wiltesl, but it needs to be redefined in the
face of deeper insight into its underlying mecharsisespecially into the basis of the concept
of self. On the one hand, he uncovers the illusssnof the conscious self understood as the
ultimate source of decisions and, on the otherfries to save free will by widening the
concept of self: we are not only the conscious ofese but also the unconscious (and
possibly deterministic) processes lying behind.

What is interesting, however, is that in Dennefitssitive account the unreflective
concept of “supernatural” conscious free will doedisappear altogether. This idea, as | see

® Ibidem.

® Ibidem, p. 79.

" Dennett (2003, p. 223).
8 Ibidem, p. 238.
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it, is very important for the constitution of whaennett calls “the atmosphere of free will”.
This is an important conceptual atmosphere whiciblas us to think about the world in a
certain way: we ascribe to people intentions, pléepes, etc., and we can honour them or
blame them — all this because we perceive thengersta possessing free will:

“The idea that we have free will is another backgeh condition for our whole
way of thinking about our lives. We count on it; w@unt on people “having free
will” the same way we count on them falling whersped off cliffs and needing
food and water to live.®”

It seems to me that the kind of free will that veerébe to ourselves and to others has to be, in
fact, the “supernatural” conscious kind. We canaweare of its illusoriness, but we still
employ it, intuitively and unreflectively, on thevexyday practical basis. Dennett never
explicitly states it like this but | think that rather concept of free will would really do the
job. I will return to this problem in the last siect.

The mentioned “atmosphere of free will” is someghithat had to come into being
gradually. Dennett attempts to convey an exhausiivalysis of mechanisms which play
crucial role in the process of constituting the @éphere of free will. He starts by uncovering
continual emergence of reasons, intentions andest® out of complex set of conditions
whose elementary roots are bereft of such attobsti

“In the beginning, there were no reasons; thereeveely causes. Nothing had a
purpose, nothing had so much as a function; thasene teleology in the world at
all. The explanation for this is simple: there washing that had interests>

The first “interests” evolved much later as a resofl gradual process of complexity
accumulation. They were no full-fledged interestscl are characteristic of human beings
today, however. We only call them interests becamuseproject concepts of our present
perspective onto much simpler things which exhfarniliar patterns. In the spirit of this
reflection we say that simple replicator’s interissself-replicatiort! The interests became
better defined with the development of the repbcsitabilities to “defend their own interests”
and “preserve this and that (their varieties hafimeostasjs.*®> This means that certain
concepts which we consider to be capturing soneeluicible aspects of reality are emergent —
they are our cognitive reactions to the resultshefinitial conditions gradually changing in
virtue of being formed under the influence of simphrbitrary principles, namely the
evolutionary principle as described by Darwin (lsgange inversion of reasoning”).

As | understand it, the fact that we tend to thimkerms of reasons, intentions, etc., is
due toour inability to view the whole complicated interplaf various factors. When we say

® Ibidem, p. 10.
' Dennett (1984, p. 21).
M |bidem.

2 |bidem, p. 22.
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that they “came to be”, we mean thae started to see the world this way. This could be
nicely illustrated also by Dennett's example ddsog two chess programs playing a match.
Provided that the programs are complex enough, iew the combat as very suspenseful —
from what we are actually able to consciously obseve can never predict which computer
will win. However, the programs are in fact detaned:

“What from one vantage point appear to us to be thess programs in
suspenseful combat can be seen through the “mumpesc(as we watch
instructions and data streaming through the commjsuteéPU) to be a single
deterministic automaton unfolding in the only wdycan, its jumps already
predictable by examining the precise state of pseaddom number generator.
There are no real “forks” or branches in its fufuak the “choices” made by A
and B are already determineld.”

Unable to “see” the actual determinism of the situra we are led to think of the computers

as making choices and having various possibilite&n though they are much simpler than
human beings, we can still find it useful to tréla@m as agents and ascribe intentions to
them?!*

According to Dennett, free will is not to be undeogl as some pre-existing feature of
our existence; in fact, it evolves: “It is an evadlvcreation of human activity and beliefs, and
it is just as real as such other human creationsnasic and money. And even more
valuable.*® Concept of free will emerges as a result of owctien to certain complex
conditions. As we could see, intentions were netdlat the very beginning. They came with
complexity and so did the idea of responsible ag€rithe idea of conscious free will is an
emergent concept: even though it seems to capounething which escapes physical laws, it
arose from completely natural conditions. It enghls to see the world in a specific way and
helps us to act more effectively. Even though anception of ourselves and other people is
illusory on closer inspection, it is useful. Thisought comes forward for example when

13 Dennett (2003, p. 80).
% |bidem, p. 81.
'3 |bidem, p. 13.

18 According to Dennett, the atmosphere of free wolhsists of concepts such asténtional action,
planning and hoping and promising — and blamingserging, punishing and honorihdbidem, p.

10. It seems that this conceptual complex is asbfasi our understanding of us and other human
beings as moral and responsible persons. Thusuaddrstand Dennett, free will, personhood and
moral responsibility go hand in hand, being conegcthrough intentions, planning of acts and
subsequent praise or blame for these acts: asasobaings evolve their own intentions and ability t
plan acts following these intentions, they becomsponsible for their conduct because interaction
between such beings naturally implies concurreatugon of the atmosphere of free will and belf i
free will (a kind of “bootstrapping”). We like origlike certain actions and it is only logical tade
them back to those “bundles of intentions” that #reir source. Ascribing responsibility is a tool
which helps us influence behaviour of others asl a8l our own — praise encourages, blame
discourages and the “air” of free will filled witlesponsibility makes us certainly think twice about
our actions since they build our “moral image”.
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Dennett discusses the shift fradasign stancéo intentional stancelmagine a designer who
creates simple entities operating according to ssm®ple principles. As he manages to
develop more complex systems, there will come atpshen he can start thinking of them as
rational agents with intentions, beliefs, etc. Thedps the designer to think of them on a
higher level without being flooded by unnecessaeyails of the complicated mechanisms
underlying the observable behaviour of the entitieguestion:

“It makes life blessedly easier for the high-ledelsigner, just the way it makes
life easier for us all to conceptualize our frieraagl neighbours (and enemies) as
intentional systems:*

The simplification brought about by the above dsd conceptualisation is similar to
a familiar case of computer users. Dennett mentibasvay software designers simplify and
even distort the truth about the real workingshef tomputer so that it can be manipulated by
the users intuitively. One can click and drag, hearious sound effects and orientate
according to icons on the desktop — all this drawsusual and natural ways we perceive the
world around us and act in it. Similarly, commumica between people with a “self”
provides access to such features of agents whemach easier to grasp and operate with
than otherwise very intricate nets of brain proess3he concept of self certainly makes it
easier to communicate what is going on in our lraind to influence other agenidt is all
about making things more effective on a higherllef&€omplexity. Reality may get distorted
but the most important thing is that the “trick” ke in the end.

What we encounter here is the problem of conframadf two different levels of our
view of the world. As Dennett points out (referritig Sellars), on the one hand, there is an
unreflective every-day view — all the phenomenasee with naked eye, middle-sized objects
and rates of change, etc. (“manifest image”). Ga dkher hand, we also have “scientific
image”. For example,

“we understand that while “water” is a mass nounu®, water is also a swarm of
countable molecules, whose trajectories are trdekalprinciple, and sometimes
even in practice (with the aid of prosthetic exiens of our senses)?

We are capable of abandoning our manifest imagestartl looking at the world differently,
using “more fine-grained level of description”. Whiadopting this new outlook we start
realising how problematic our everyday commonsehgking really is. However, the truth
is that we need our intuitive understanding ang ithe only way to think on a day-to-day
basis. We can clearly see it in the case of frdeproblem: we are deliberators and if we
want to deliberate effectively, we must be faithfulcertain unreflective concepts (e.g. “open
future”, even if determinism is truéJ.l believe that effectiveness is really the keyéshere:

7 |bidem, p. 45.

18 Ibidem, p. 248f.

' Dennett (1984p. 114).
2 |bidem, p. 114f.
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we have to work with what we have and we havediaind bounded epistemic equipment. If
we were able to process all the information conogrrthe intricate causal interactions
pertaining to micro-level in short time, we woultineed “user illusions”. But we do need the
concept of self precisely because it provides ukh whe ability to predict behaviour and

orientate in the world of complex beings while welyohave to process relatively small

amount of information. We project “intentions” arileliefs” into others and ourselves

because it works in the end — we are capable afratxpredictions and effective interactions.
Concepts concerning personhood serve us well amlitifluence dramatically the way we

intuitively view reality — even though in this case are not “knowers”, as we tend to think,
but “constructors” of useful conceptual tools. Asusing computer, we don’t learn about the
mechanisms which make all the applications posswéesimply use them and learn on this
user-level.

In my opinion, the main advantage of Dennett's emtion of free will is that it brings
forward a certain idea of “concept-emergence”. Yeleof reality which seems utterly unique
and irreducible (as the above discussed level ®fatinosphere of free will) can arise from
much simpler elements, provided that these elemametsarranged into sufficiently complex
structures (beings like us) entering mutual inteoac The important thing to realise is that
the feeling of novelty and irreducibility result®m the way the complex situation in question
is perceived by us. Various levels of thinking abthe world are to be considered. On
practical or day-to-day level it would be highlyeffective to try to keep track of all the
details and that's why appropriate simplificatianewven distortion comes in handy. In other
words, intricate complexity yields novel properties us becauseave finite and cognitively
bounded beings, need to effectively handle thispierity.

From the everyday perspective, the scientific image unnatural. Our basic
understanding of the world is based on variousitions and unreflective concepts which
work like useful shortcuts or user illusions. Onee look deeper into the mechanisms that
ground the familiar phenomena we suddenly encouwaspletely different world which so
often contradicts our everyday perception. Thusrder to avoid confusion, it is important to
realise that the everyday view and the scientifmwhave to be carefully distinguished.
Dennett goes in this direction but | don’t thinlatthe fully articulates the role of the intuitive
level. He redefines free will in terms of the s¢igo view and by this introduces certain
confusion into the problem — the “redefined fred"vinelongs to the scientific framework, but
the original “intuitive free will” is something qu@ different. Dennett confuses the two
possible meanings and bases his compatibilismisrctimfusion. | will discuss this further in
the following sections.

Changing the subject

Sam Harris attacks Dennett’'s conception as prokiermahis own account of free will whose
style is perhaps more popular than philosophiaddigp but it rightly points to some important
issues. This has to do with the role that our trdniplays in the problem. Harris emphasizes
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the subjective strength of our everyday commoneearmncept of free will. He directly
opposes Dennett’s compatibilism, especially higwcldat we are not only the conscious tips
of an iceberg, but also the intricate unconsciogisral processes. Harris stresses again and
again that the free will problem is based on psiadioal fact — the feeling most people have
about their free will:

“Compatibilists generally claim that a person eeflas long as he is free from any
outer or inner compulsions that would prevent hmonf acting on his actual

desires and intentions. (...) The truth, howeverthat people claim greater
autonomy than this. Our moral intuitions and sepn$epersonal agency are

anchored to a felt sense that we are the consgousce of our thoughts and
actions.®!

According to Harris, compatibilists simply “changee subject” they ignore the subjective
feeling people have about their status as consegeasts and serve us with a specific concept
of person instead. What makes the problem of frdlesa acute is thdeeling of agency and
moral responsibilityand to ignore this is to miss the whole péfmAccording to Harris, there

is no place for compatibilism because it ignoresdhly kind of free will worth talking about

— and this kind of free will simply doesn't exist.

To support his claim that we simply don’t have fra#, Harris too turns to the problem
of the attribution of agency and mentions the ddieally described cases showing the
unreliability of our interpretation skills. Accortj to him, our interpretation of the cause-
effect relation between our thoughts and actiorev&n more erroneous than we tend to think:
“There is no question that our attribution of agenan be gravely in error. | am arguing that
it always is.?® It is not only actions but also intentions whosigios we interpret incorrectly.
The problem is that we are consciously aware ofiotantions and we intuitively believe
these intentions to originate from our consciougese Their true source is, however, hidden
from us. It belongs to the realm of unconsciousrbesents that we don't interfd.

So for Harris it is all about the subjective feglinf agency and our intuitions. The
concept of free will he is interested in is theeflactive concept which, according to him,
most people share. This is what Dennett would ‘=alpernatural” free will, since under
closer observation it doesn’'t make sense. It insptlecisions coming from nowhere and
suddenly appearing in our consciousness. If thesaouos self was their ultimate author, we
would stand face to face with a strange idea thatcveate ourselvesx nihilo — that our
decisions-building blocks of our moral charactep pup suddenly without any prior warning
thanks to the god-like power of our conscious aatinothing elseHowever, when we give
this problem a deeper thought it seems only natit every decision has to be based on

2 Harris (2012, p. 27).
2 Ibidem, p. 31.
% Ibidem, p. 31.
2 |bidem, p. 32.
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something. We need some prior background of knoydednd experience in order to
deliberate and it should not be very surprising theconscioudrain processes play the main
role. When we really think about it we realise ttiare is no reason to presuppose an agent
independent of all the possible influences. Ondbetrary, both outer influences and those
coming from our own brain are in fact necessary doprocess of deliberation and the
resulting decision to take place. Harris agrees wait this, but for him it doesn’t imply that
we are more than the conscious self. Rather, itiempghat we, conscious selves, live in an
illusion.

Harris, unlike Dennett, doesn'’t try to “save” fredl; he simply states that we don’t
have it. He “analyses free will away” and doeseéms to find any particularly positive role
for the unreflective concept in our everyday livele acknowledges that thinking about free
will in terms of its illusoriness might have somadbimpact on certain moral tendencies (he
mentions example of students who cheated more héigrg confronted with an argument
against the existence of free will). On the othendh he claims that “the truth” could possibly
increase one’s “feelings of compassion and forgigstf® Anyway, his ultimate claim is that
“The illusion of free will is itself an illusion.We might feel that we are the conscious authors
of our decisions but as soon as we try harder apbbee our experience more thoroughly, we
realise that we don’t even feel supernaturally irgmore:

“It is not that free will is simply an illusion —uo experience is not merely
delivering a distorted view of reality. Rather, vage mistaken about our
experience. (...) Our sense of our own freedomltedtom our not paying
attention to what it is like to be us. The momesetpay attention, it is possible to
see that free will is nowhere to be found, and experience is perfectly
compatible with this truth. Thoughts and intentisimaply arise in the mind. What
else could they do%®

There simply seems to be no place left for conscfoee will.

Two conceptual worlds

In my opinion, both Dennett’s and Harris’'s conceps share a common problem: neither
Dennett nor Harris distinguishes properly betwdenttvo levels of conceptualization of free
will.

Dennett refuses the unreflective concept (the omephasized by Harris) as
“supernatural” and illusory and redefines free willterms of broader understanding of its
mechanisms. On the other hand, he seems to ackigevie importance of our thinking

% |bidem p. 44.

% |bidem, p. 56. This might seem paradoxical and les to think that Harris contradicts himself. |
believe, however, that he simply tries to show gy that the paradox is a crucial feature of our
understanding of free will. Conscious free wilkis unreflective intuition - it is like a fuzzy pioe: it
makes perfect sense until we look at it too clageélg simply “not meant” to be looked at too abs
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about ourselves and others as possessing freeHoilever, my problem with his conception
is that when he talks about the atmosphere of frilehe seems to be talking about the
unreflective view of free will (the conscious fredl), but he doesn’t explicitly acknowledge
its positive role. The question is whether the aphere of free will would be preserved
provided that we forgot about the conscious “honulue agent” altogether and thought about
our own free will scientifically. I just don’t thknso. If we didn’t use the “shortcut” or “user
illusion”, we would not be able to act effectivefynder the idea of freedom”. It is quite
possible that we have to view ourselves and othgrsonscious agents in order to preserve
the effective functioning of our moral interacticiisThis does not mean that we cannot also
be aware of the true mechanisms, but we simplytdambrace this scientific view when we
are acting in our social world on everyday basiappreciate Dennett's attempt to redefine
free will so that we incorporate also unconscioug@sses into our concept of self but | agree
with Harris that this is simply changing the subjéennett claims that we have free will, but
this free will is notthe free will whose concept actually enables us tertite “atmosphere of
free will”.

| believe that also Harris misses an important {pbynnot paying enough attention to
the role of our intuitive concept of free will: ially seems that people normally act “under
the idea of freedom” which means that they thinktleémselves and of others as free
conscious agents. The fact that this idea doesaltensense under closer inspection has
nothing to do with the way we function in the wodd a day-to-day basis. There is a level of
conceptualisation which plays crucial role for ss@mplex beings interacting with other
complex beings. We need shortcuts and “user ilhssito get by in this environment. We can
also realise, by using microscope, that water isgelly what we normally see it to be. But
this doesn’t mean that wehould deny its liquidity and transparency without furthe
gualifications.

| have to agree with Harris’s criticism of Denngttthanging the subject” - it seems to
me that he confuses the issue by redefining fréleawd putting the unreflective concept of
conscious free will aside. However, Dennett dogs@d job by introducing different possible
ways of understanding complex phenomena (e.g.witiclgng to “intentional stance”). If we
follow Harris, it may lead us on our way to acknedde the subjective strength of the
unreflective concept. Following Dennett, in turancenable us to find a proper placetfus
free will. Combining the two, we do justice to cc@mmon-sense concept and at the same
time we save its validity by looking at free willhve distinguishing different possible
stances.

In order to illustrate the point | would like totuen to the parallel between our concept
of free will and that of water. Once again, unretie understanding of free will implies the
idea that there is some ultimate unit — the conscgelf who is the sole author of all the free
decisions. This is the homunculus, the explanatotity of the first order — something which

*’ See e.g. Baumeister, Masicampo, DeWall (2009). dlitbors suggest that their experiments point
to a possibility that “disbelief in free will incases aggression and reduces helpfulness”.
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makes the mechanism of free will seem “superndtivatause we simply have to take it for
granted and cannot ask about further, more finexgdaexplanations which would be more
akin to scientific inquiry. When we analyze the pbemenon closer, however, we discover
immense net of unconscious processes and failaresiri ability to reveal the actual causal
relationship between our thoughts and actions. Fsmentific perspective there is no
conscious self which would be the ultimate sourdefree decisions. In my opinion,
something similar happens when we think about waier a day-to-day basis water is
something liquid, transparent, something we cankdaind something we can drown in, etc.
From scientific perspective water is neither liquidr transparent — it is a collection of
molecules of HO. This is supposed to be the true nature of watewed as a result of more
fine-grained analysis. On this level of understagdi doesn't make sense anymore to talk
about manifest properties of water as they appeaut senses since this would be just a
coarse approximation or even distortion.

We can, however, use the scientific view to expliie effects which appear in our
unreflective and “crude” level of reality. We expldiquidity by referring to behaviour of the
H,O molecules, for example. In the case of free Wik not so much different. We discover
the mechanisms which elicit in us the specific satiye feelings of conscious agency.
However, this doesn't mean that we should denywdielity of the unreflective intuitive
thinking. Both the concept of liquidity and the cept of conscious free will are emergent:
they represent the phenomena in question in sweayathat many of the “scientific details”
can be abandoned so that we can orientate moretieffiy in our world. They are clever
shortcuts which may distort the actual mechanisiarsding behind the phenomena but which
are very useful in day-to-day practice nonethef@ss.

The point | am trying to reach is well illustratbg what Sellars says about the conflict
between the everyday and the scientific framework:

“...the claim that physical objects do not realgvé perceptible qualities is not
analogous to the claim that something generalliebetl to be true about a certain
kind of thing is actually false. It is not dendla beliefwithin a frameworkbut a
challenge to the framework. It is a claim that althh the framework of

% There is, of course, a danger of taking the analog far. My thanks to anonymous reviewer who
pointed out the disanalogy. As | understand thélpro, liquidity shouldn't be considered to be an
illusion in the same way as free will. Science dadedeny liquidity in the same way it seems to deny
free will — we can see how liquidity arises on aibaf molecular structure, etc. We can also came t
see how our intricate brain processes give risthéoillusion of conscious free will. However, the
difference is that we don'’t feel it necessary toydeur subjective perception of how water feelsgc
liquidity, transparency, etc. even though thereaisertain distortion: we don't see the molecules
moving around (the same would go for perceivedigglof things around us despite the fact that they
mostly consist of empty space between particulamaj. In the case of free will we don’t see the
whole causal chain of brain processes leading talecisions. Our finite epistemic capacities lease
“blind” to another possible, differently parcellashd more fine-grained view of the workings of the
world. The point is that in the case of free wilet“blind spot” seems so much more prominent
because it has an immense impact on how we unddrstarselves as moral beings. Whether we see
molecules with the naked eye doesn't really mattemuch and we feel free to let it pass.
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perceptible objects, the manifest framework of gday life, is adequate for the
everyday purposes of life, it is ultimately inadatgiand should not be accepted
as an account of what thereaisthings considered?®

Only when we approach free will problem from thexgpective can we come to understand
why “the truth” seems so surprising, unintuitivelazontroversial.

The core of the problem seems to be this: confu$iappens when we mix the
frameworks. It appears to me that it is simply irsgible to build a conceptual bridge which
would smoothly connect scientific and intuitive agnt of free will. We encounter an
unavoidable abyss here. Scientific thinking is ldase carefully articulated explanations and
fine-grained analyses. The common-sense concefrieefwill ends up being revealed as
unsatisfactory because of the weakness of its papay power. Wegner points out that the
unreflective idea of free will is “homunculus-based/e postulate a homunculus who decides
things without any prior causes which would havmsampact on the decisions. We come to

“an explanatory entity of the first order. Such explanatory entity may explain
lots of things, but nothing explains it. (...) Adi-order explanation is a stopper
that trumps any other explanation, but that stidymmot explain anything in a
predictive sense. (...) There cannot be a sciehtteso™°

We may intuitively feel that there is such a homuuas but as soon as we assume scientific
approach and analyze the deliberation process prewsely, we uncover the pitfalls. This is
the moment when we, together with Harris, might tmansay that there simply is no such
thing as free will.

Harris makes the above mentioned unwarranted beemixes the two frameworks. He
adopts scientific framework and tries to implarg fine-grained concept of free will to the
framework of our common-sense intuitions. This ltssin confusion and tension because,
scientifically speaking, conscious free will is ansense, and, “naturally” or “intuitively”
speaking, we don't like the idea of determinismlegapto ourselves as beings living in the
world of moral interactions. Dennett does dististpubetween the frameworks — he is aware
of the fact that on a certain level of complexitysi useful to conceptualise things differently
(a very good example is his “intentional stanc8\)t he doesn’t state it clearly that it is the
“supernatural” conscious free will which servessaseffectively on the level of interactions
between moral agents. He changes the concept ddefiéo save free will and by this he
smuggles in the scientific framework. His “atmogghef free will”, | believe, has to belong
to the manifest, common-sense framework. This maishe shouldn’t say that supernatural
free will doesn't exist. He should say rather titaxists within its own manifest framework
and is illusory within the other — the scientifrafnework.

Yet another thing which requires clarifying is tlw®emparative adequacy of the
frameworks. Even though we tend to perceive thensific framework as the “true” one, or

# Sellars (1963, p. 27).
39 Wegner (2005, p. 20).
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the one we should prefer (Sellars’s “scientia meai3uthis could be actually misleading.
Science can indeed provide us with fine-grainediitist explanations by uncovering the
intricate mechanisms behind things, but therefisationing way of understanding the world
which ignoresthese details. And it is this very fact of simjgltion which gives rise to new
and wonderful level of existence — a world of irtibdy complex and yet epistemologically
bounded creatures. This paradoxical combinatiorooiplexity and epistemic boundedness is
the true soil where free will can flourish. To hntheir own complexity the creatures need
to learn to understaftithemselves in a specific way: being finite andhle#o process all the
possible information available, they have to thinkshortcuts and clever simplifications.
Their world is a world where the intuitive unrefiiee concepts are its real building blocks.
The world of conscious agents is real on its owmll@nd cannot be torn down by scientific
analysis. Science can only describe how varioutdingi blocks came into being but the
bricks and pillars of manifest image still work &tlger to give rise to a coherent building.

| believe that it is also very important to stréssv the two frameworks differ in the
way we employ them. Scientific stance can be adbptdy temporarily and under specific
conditions: it can take us considerable amountnoé to analyze a certain phenomenon and
this analysis takes form of such complicated infation that we have to exert considerable
amount of effort to grasp it. This all, of courgein contrast with prompt interpretation of our
environment facilitated by our intuitions. Scieiatithinking can thus in many casésever
become our day-to-day mode of orientation in theldve it is unnatural and ineffective.
Manifest framework, by having its own building bksc(unreflective concepts which work as
useful simplifications) and its own rules, hasaten indisputable validity. It is a world on its
own.

By keeping the two frameworks apart we can bettedeusstand the specific status of
conscious free will. We can see its illusorinessrirone perspective and acknowledge its
validity from the other. We cannot escape the fhat the manifest image is natural for us.
When we try to smuggle in the scientific concepts, intuitions get a hard time. If we adopt
the scientific perspective and try to suppress intuitions for a moment, we can gain an
understanding of how our worldview works on varidegels. We can get insight into the
process of gradual coming to be of intentions, pses and even free will. We must
remember, however, that we are still those samiefiand epistemologically bounded
creatures who need to function effectively in ammiemsely intricate reality. We simply
cannot get by without useful simplifying concepbgcause they make us understand the

31 This kind of understanding is not really meantstmply help us explain behaviour of complex
beings; rather, it is meant to provide us witha for interactingwith them.

32 | would like to thank anonymous reviewer for poigtout that there are, of course, cases, in which
the scientific view helps us to overcome certaimtfal intuitions and unreflective tendencies (e.qg.

racism) but here we are concerned with somethinghrmore basic — at least | believe that the notion
of free will, however vague, is crucial for our @ngtanding of human as not only an animal, but
primarily a responsible person. Every other moraéstion builds on this picture of a man as

responsible agent and is ultimately dependent eriatmosphere of free will”.
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world on one, very important, level — a level wamat escape because it is always with us,
wired in our brains. The only way to avoid confusis to fully realise that we are capable of
adopting two different perspectives and two modesnalerstanding reality whose particular

roles have to be carefully distinguished.

Conclusion

| have tried to show that both Dennett and Hanpigreach the problem of free will in a way
which is in conflict with our intuitive understamdj of us and other people. They simply state
that conscious self is not the ultimate author wf decisions. Harris sticks to determinism
while Dennett tries to save free will and comesnigh a version of compatibilism. However,

| believe that this is not the real compatibilishharris correctly criticises Dennett for his
“trick” — redefining free will so that it fits scigific framework and then claiming thé#tis
“Dennettian”free will exists and thus compatibilism is true.eTteal compatibilism would
have to acknowledge, just as Harris points out,soinjective feeling of conscious agency as
the free will we in fact care about.

| proposed a way how to get to such compatibilikns inspired by Dennett’s theory of
different possible “stances” and Sellars’s thediryifferent frameworks or images. Certain
way of understanding the world is natural for use-are wired this way and this fact enables
us to effectively handle environment where compieseaches new levels. On the other hand,
we are also capable of more fine-grained approaete-became sophisticated enough to
perform deeper analyses of the phenomena we erszdarur everyday lives. This led us to
many unintuitive conclusions. The problem is that tend to mix the frameworks. The only
way we can clarify the situation is to acknowledge abyss between the two frameworks. To
say that free will doesn't exist is like to say tthinysical objects don’t have perceptible
qualities. They indeed do have perceptible qualiigforus on the everyday level. And we
indeed do have free will — it is reslibjectively for us as finite beings who try to make their
way through the world which is too complicated ®gerceived in detail. Manifest image has
its own validity; it is a world on its own which wis in its specific way. The fact that there
are complicated mechanisms which give rise towlnidd cannot change anything about it.
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Abstrakt/Abstract

Baziv projekt je vyzvou pro s@asnou epistemologii. Vsvém vzkiSeni filozofické metody J. |
Austina a pozdniho Wittgensteina se snazi podatrativu | dneSnimu fistupu zalozenému r
intuicich filozoft. Tradiéni argumenty proti filozofii Bzného jazyka jsou ukézény ja
nedostaténé: stoji na nepochopt toho, co pro autory poloviny dvacatého stoleti zeaa
Jpouziti“ slova a ,vyznam* slova. #? aplikaci na dnesni epistemologickéikhady a dilemata s
tato ukazuji jako Spa¥nsestavena, dokonce i ve své nejijgh kontextualistické verzi. Zaroiie
se vak Baiv piistup svou radikalnosti dostava do prekérniho wek empiristické tradic

Baz’'s project is a challenge to contemporary epistegy. In his resurrection of Austin’s and Ii
Wittgentsein’s philosophical method he endeavoarprbvide an aernative to today’s approa
relying on philosophers’ intuitions. The traditidnarguments against ordinary langue
philosophy are shown wanting: they are based onsanderstanding of the concepts “use” ¢
word and “meaning” of a word in authors he middle of the twentieth century. When appliel
today’s cases, these are revealed as nonse evenin their most benign contextualist versio
At the same time Baz's approach suffers from idicalism and anachronically misreads
empiricist tradition.

Kniha Avnera BazeWhen Words Are Called F A Defense of Ordinary Langua
Philosophyje vsouwasné filozofické produkci vyjimma svou snahou aplikovat na dne
otazky metodu, ktera anglosaské oblasti dominovaléed Sedesati lety a kterala zpetné
nazvana filozofii Bzného jazyka ordinary language philosophydéale jen OLP). Jd
piredevS§im o mysleni pozdniho Wittgensteina a J. LstiAg, jez vSak nebyva hlavni
proudem dnesni analytické filozofigijpmano ¢« pochopenimci dokonce nadsSenil panuje

! Tento¢lanek je vystupem grantového projektu P401/11/03driorni, syntetické a analytické ¢
stredovku po sodasnou filozofii* udleného GACR pro Iéta 201-2015.
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zde naopakigdstava o jeho vyvraceni a zdiskreditovani, cok B povaZuje zarpdasné

a nesastné @ philosophical injusticea snazi se ukazat, Zze podrobna analyza slov, gomo
kterych formulujeme filozofické otazky, ihe na & prinést gekvapivé pohledy. VAkSeni
polozapomenuté metody a jeji aplikace nidklpdy a mySlenkové experimenty dnesni
epistemologie je tim zajim&gi, Ze Baz neusiluje o podrobnou historickou exege
klasickych texi, ale snazi se zachytit jejiho ducha a vybudovastesyatickou
epistemologickou pozici, ktera by byla alternatikoprevladajicimu paradigmatu.

V rdmci svého Usili tak nevaha jigkolikrat i primo proti citovanym autéam, kdyZz ma
pocit, Ze oni samotni &thli chybu a zproneitili se mySlenkam OLP: kdyZ interpretuje
zndmou debatu o povaze pravdy mezi Strawsonem @nAostvrdi, Ze Strawson nigghazi
s teorii pravdy (i kdyZz sdm Strawson p&zdak svoji pozici popisSe), ale Ze jeho cilem je
diagnostické rozpu&ti filozofickych obtizi. A o Austino¥ performativni teorii poznéni
iekne, Ze je jednoduse chybna. Taktoéssipstematizujici fistup mize vést k anachronickym
zjednoduSenimi¢ba uz samotny Bazem uzivany nazev ,filozotigngho jazyka“ byl pouzit
0 tomto smiru aZz ex post a prozrazujecitou bezradnost a nepochopeni toho, o co Austinovi
a Wittgensteinovi Slo. Funguje spiSe jako diagndea jako nazev: pozgi interpreti vidi
jenom diraz na Bzné uZziti slov a jeho filozoficka zavaZznost jifasto unikd a zavedenim
nazvu filozofie BZného jazyka“ chi nastolit radikalni diskontinuitu mezi zkoumanstov
v kazdodennich situacich a budovanim filozofickérite feba teorie poznani. Sdm Austin
v8ak nazyva svou metodu ,lingvistickou fenomendlog Wittgenstein jednoduSecid
filozofii. KdyZz Baz tento potenciathzavadjici nazev pouziva,case sam snazi OLP branit,
podava tim jejim kritikm vst¥icnou ruku. Nicmé# v tomto gipact pravdpodobr zvitezil
pocit, Ze je lepsSi vSeobetrozsteny nazev, nez zadny nazev.

Kniha ma d¥ ¢asti, v prvni Baz reaguje na argumenty, kterymtidirvyvraceli OLP, a
ve druhé aplikuje jeji metodu naildady sodasné epistemologie, na kterych se ukaZizjhé
moderni pistupy k poznani. Nejprve tedy argumenty proti OLP.

1. Zameéna pouziti slova za jeho vyznam

Analyticti filozofové se shoduji, Zze OLP z&iuje vyznam slova za jeho pouZziti aipgtroto
na smetigt d¢jin. Tato shoda panuje od gaku recepce OLP, kdy Zaci a kolegové prvni
generace oxfordskych filozibfpienesli pochode filozofie z Anglie do USA, ale namisto
rozvijeni nové metody se stali jejimi hrobéSearle, Grice, Geach). DalSi generace fildzof
dosgla ke stejnému z&wu (Davidson, Dummett, Horwich) a kaim& nejznangjSi myslitelé
noveého tisicileti tvrdi totéz (Scott Soames, Tinyoildilliamson). Péinik sowtasné analytické
ortodoxie ohled& vyznamu vypada takto: kazdé slovo mi&a co je jeho ,vyznam*, od
néhoz se da teoreticky odldt, a diky rtmuz mize byt smysluplé pouzito v Znych
situacich. Celé &y maji také Bco, cemu se‘ika jejich ,vyznam®, a co musi byt pochopeno,
abychom porozusti véte 0 soke”, mimo jakékoliv konkrétni pouziti. Vyznameéty se tak
jakoby naisto ve vakuu sklada z vyzna@mednotlivych slov (jenom diky tomu udajn
vyswtlime nasSi schopnost roziéinvétam, které jsme jeStnikdy neslysSeli), a pak je teprve

http://filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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pouzit v réjaké konkrétni situaci. A koke¢ vyznamy slov i ¥t ,referuji“ ke skuténostem
ve swté, ¢i je ,denotuji“ a nebo dokonce ,popisuji“. A prowzak ¢ini pravdivw nebo
nepravdi¥, jsou vyznamy v jakémsi fundamentalnim vztahudvg¥, i kdyz tento vztah je

tieba je&t dale zkoumat a wpsnit a i kdyZz nazory napa jeho dilezitost seizni.

Z pozice tradini deskriptivistické a kompozicionalistick&egalstavy o jazyce se tak
bude analyza slov wknych situacich jevit jako sam@lné utapni se v pragmatickych
otazkadch promluvy, zatimco jejiakézitost lezi na hlubSi Urovni sémantické. OLP opa t
zkratka jde ze Spatné strany, rféjeé je teba prozkoumat vyznam, a teprve aZz pak pouZiti
slova. Pr¢ by nelo byt pouZziti filozoficky zajimavého slova ¥iném kontextu zavazn#é
normativni pro jeho pouziti ve filozofickém kontaft Toto zdanlivé odhaleni omylu OLP
vS8ak selhava uz na terminologické urovni. To, cetamace OLP mysli spojenim ,pouziti slova
X" neni synonymni s tra¢iimi pojmy ,referovani pomoci slova x“ nebo ,aplikmi slova x“
¢i dokonce ,proneseni slova x“. Slovo musi byt ,pibofZza ugitym uUc¢elem, s konkrétnim
cilem, a tento &el (point) rozhoduje o tom, zda bylo pouZito &$pe ¢i neusgsns, tedy zda
vibec bylo pouZito. Zdvaznost a normativita slovaaenachézi az v jeho pouZziti, nikoli
v pouhém proneseni. UkaZzme si to na slavném Strawsélanku o pravé.

Podle Baze (avSak ne podle Strawsona samotnéhoyyse) je Strawsaiv obecr
deflacionisticky pistup k pravé ukdzkou diagnostického rozp#ést probléni, které se se
slovem ,pravda“ poji. Namisto marné snahy o analygenamu ,pravdy* pomoci pojm
Jfakt® a ,vyrok“ — marné proto, Ze zname vyznamkfa“ a ,tvrzeni* jen, kdyz uz zarowve
zname vyznam ,pravdy“ — bychom selivskromn tazat ,Jak pouzivame slovo ,pravda“?*“.
Namisto patrani po obecnych podminkach, které lmy neoznily ,aplikovat® dané slovo
zverti, bychom jej ndli ohmatat takikajic zevnit. A pokud bude &kdo tvrdit, Ze to je
rezignace na analyzu, &tgej vyzvat, aby pedloZil rgjakou vlastni ,analyzu‘ci ,teorii
pravdy, ktera by byla &Sinou filozofi akceptovana. Ndfklad Soames chce po analyze
vyznamu ,pravdy” (a Strawsonovi ¥4, Ze to ne#la), aby ukézalaifnos, které toto slovo
ma pro ¥ty ¢i promluvy, ve kterych se objevuje. Na to Strawsehkne, Ze spojeni ,To je
pravda“ mize byt beze zeémy vyznamu nahrazeno spojeninreBr tak!“ nebo ,,Ano“, a ten,
kdo to vi a tato spojeni synonympouziva, zkratka zna vyznam slova ,pravda“ a rc v
védét nepotebuje, dokonce zde ani vic kdéni neni. OvSem filozof, ktery ho¥ioo zangne
vyznamu a pouZiti slova zje¥piredpoklada, Ze bychom néjde meli vysvétlit vyznam slova
a pak teprve sledovat, jak se slovibnsto vyznamem pouziva.

Terminologické nepochopeni ohledpojmi ,pouziti“, ,vyznam*, ,analyza‘“¢i ,teorie”
mezi zastancem OLP a tradim filozofem jde hluboko. OLP totiz (alesp@odle Baze)
negedklada zadnou vlastni teorii vyznamu, ani analgtova ,vyznam“, jeji metoda
jednodusSe vezme slova, u kterych si nevime radkoama, co s nimi&game. Tato praxe je
stejna, jako tazani se pacjakém novém, neznamérii nepochopeném slévv béZném
hovoru, jenom se zaffuje na slova, ktera se z historickyctivddi povaZzuji za filozoficky
zavazna aiezita. Existuje tedkontinuitamezi metodou OLP a¢hnym feSenim toho, co
nasi partn# v rozhovoru mysli svymi slovy, OLP tak vlagthddnou speciélni metodu nema.
JednoduSe se pta ,co tim slovem myslis?“ jako &&atdyclovek, kdyZ je mu Bco nejasné.

http://filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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DalSim gikladem terminologického nepochopeni OLP a zkrésfejich cili je
Searlova kritika Austinovy ,performativni teorie“opnani zlanku ,Other Minds“, kde
Austin kontroverza prirovnava spojeni ,ja vim“ k performativu ,ja slibuj Tato analogie
podle Baze funguje jenom uipadi, kdy je mlu¢i expertem na wéitou oblast, napklad
ornitolog na rozpoznavaniyci, a kde mu poslucliazkratka ma ¥fit: slova ,ja vim* zde
funguji synonyma k slowim ,vét mi“, jde o ilokwni akt ujistni. VétSina kontexi daného
spojeni v3ak neni tohoto typu, a proto by obecmfopeativni teorie poznani byla zaidi.
Nicmére Austin mii spravhym srrem, kdyz chce po&e ,ja vim“ aby ngla jasny @el
(napriklad ujiseni). Nelze ji totiz pouZzit @élovéku a faktu bez ilokéniho zamdru, to by totiz
nebylo ,pouZziti“ v tom smyslu, v jakém s nim praeWpLP. A dostatym kontextem pro
pouziti neni ani filozofova otdzka, zd&qvek x vi fakty” je pravdaci nepravda.

Bitevni linie mezi OLP a tradini analytickou filozofii jsou tedy narysovany, be@ se
bude na poli ,vyznamu“ a ,pouziti“ a jejictiznych chapani. Je ovSem otazka, na kolik na
sebe protivnici ¥bec vidi a zda nebojuji pouze s imaginarnim praiem, kdyZ pouzivaji
klicové pojmy kazdy jinak. Podivejme se nicrdéayni na i rizné argumenty proti pozicim
OLP.

2. Tri argumenty proti OLP

Hned prvni Searlova salva ihdaleko za zakopy OLP:

... analyza vyznamu slova musi zohlednit fakt,tdeZ slovo mMize znamenat
tutéz \&c ve vSech gramaticky odliSnych typecét,we kterych se vyskytne ...
Slovo ,pravda“ znamena neboude znamenat tutézéw ve wtach tazacich,
oznamovacich, podminkovych satich ... Kdyby tomu tak nebylo, pak by byl
rozhovor nemozny, protoze ,To je pravda® by nebgtipovdi na otazku ,Je to
pravda?“, kdyby ,pravda“ gmila svij vyznam mezi tdzacimi a oznamovacimi

vétami“?

Vyznam slova (Searle o¢ém v anglickém originadle mluvi jako ogei! the thing the word
mean$ lze teoreticky oddit od toho, co stim slovem i@eme dlat, a logicky tomu
predchazi.

Podle Baze se vSak jedna tegpoklad celého argumentu, a ne o¢zaBBylo by sice
zavadijici tici, Ze ,pravda“ zmnila s\ij vyznam mezi Searlovou otazkou a odgaiy ale to
nikdo tvrdit nechce. V Searl¢vprikladé nic nedokazuje, Ze je geba vyznam slova
modelovat jako metafyzickou entitu, kterou lze @fodclit, a ne teba naopak jako pouhou
funkci daného slova, zavislou na kontextu.

Druhy atok na OLP podnikd Geach. Bere si na mudkawsSonovo tvrzeni, Z&ci o
VEte, Ze je pravdiva, neznamena ji popsat, ale potwelio iznat, plus Austinovuigdstavu,
Ze Wta ,Vim, Zep* neni vyrok 0 mém mentalnim stavu, ale akt potmizgosluchai, Ze p.

%2 Searle (1999, s. 137).
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Zkratka Geachovym cilem jsou ,anti-deskriptivniretikové”, jak je hezky diagnostikuje. A
vytahuje na & t&ézky kalibr, logickymodus ponend/éta ,Vim, Ze Smitliv Vermeer je kopie®
muze fungovat jako premisa argumentu,émd druhou premisou je ,Nejsem expert na
vytvarné ungni, a dale ,Pokud vim, Ze Smith Vermeer je kopie, a nejsem expert na
vytvarné undni, pak je Smithv Vermeer velmi nedokonala kopie." A tudiz: ,Sniith
Vermeer je velmi nedokonala kopie.“ Na celém argotmge dilezité to, Ze zde premisy
funguji deskriptivi, aby mohlo dojit k vyvozeni pravdivého 2ay, a tedy podle Geachéta
,Vim, Ze Smithiv Vermeer je kopie* ma prima&grdeskriptivni silu, coZz Austin popira.

Baz namita, Ze cely argument jako kus jazyka né&ndzere srozumitelny, normalni
zdravy nefilozof byekl néco takovéhoto: , To je ale velmi nepovedenda kopjé\idim, Ze to
neni skutény Vermeer“. Mluvit v celé situaci o gdéni“ miZze napadnout jenom filozofa,
ktery chce tco dokazat o teorii poznani. @se tady pedpoklada roz&leni vyznamu a uZziti,
aniz by se dokazalo. Tradii filozofové maji po ruce spoustu nastrokterymi se snazi
neutralizovat nefirozenost svych argumen{Gricova teorie implikatury, Searlovo vyvraceni
omylu tvrditelnosti ,assertion fallacy”) a svésnja ,pragmatické” faktory. Dokonce i takova
véta jako ,Na levé ruce ma&pprsti“ by ndm gisla divna, kdyby byla pronesena bégiin, a
piesto by bylo zcela jasnéo ji mluvéi mysli, a jestli je pravdiva nebo ne, i kdyZz bybpie
hned Zejmé, proc ji pronasi. Zastance OLP bude naopak trvat na tmrkdyZ neni jasné,
proc ji prondsi, neni ani jasné a srozumitelné, colyivi mysli.

Treti Utok na pozice OLP iiize strany kompozicionality, kterd& ma vyt nasi
schopnost rozutt a tvdit véty, které jsme jestnikdy neslySeli. Je tomu tak udajproto, Ze
vyznam \ty je dan vyznamem jejich jednotlivych slov a celta je az posléze uzita ¥jaké
situaci. Zde si Baz vypomahé& zpochybim kompozicionality takovymi autoritami, jako jsou
Chomsky, Horwich a Brandom. Také kontextualistéllsgzuji byt uzZiténymi spojenci proti
kompozicionalié. Po gehlédnuti celé patové bitvy Baz porovnava obranogice obou
protivniki a dochazi k zavu, Ze OLP nefedpokladé Zadnou teorii vyznamu, znat vyznam
slova znamena jednoduSe byt schopen ho kompétgminZivat, coz je i naSe¢mé a
kazdodenni kritérium. Tra¢hi a gevladajici pistup k vyznamu v3akiedpoklada, ze miuw
musi rgco wdét, pokud ma znat vyznam slova, totiz jak ho apléiora pipady (nebo jim
denotovat, popisovat, klasifikovat, vybirat), mikonkrétni kontext. Alespona této Urovni
je tedy OLP lebi metafyzikou s ménpredpoklady.

3. Friklady a intuice

Dosud se Bazdnoval argumeriim, které ndly vyvratit OLP a ukazat, Ze trpi fatalni konfuzi
vyznamu slova a jeho pouziti. Jeho cil byl tedgsmibranny a negativni, snazil se ukazat, ze
kritikové predpokladaji fistup k vyznamu, ktery OLP samotna zna uz z meaimél doby
(Austin a novopozitivistickaiedstava o vyznamu v podani A. J. Ayera, pozdnigaiistein

o své vlastni rané traktatovské pozici) a na kteaguje a zpochyluje ho. Samotna pozitivni
prace, ukazka konkrétni aplikace OLP nac¢ssunou debatu, Zma az teti kapitolou,
samotnym jadrem knihytq vindicate OLP by practising )it Pijde v ni o roli intuice
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v mySlenkovych experimentech dnesni epistemologieo gejich vnitni koherenci a
preswdcéivost.

Analyticti filozofové poslednich dkolika dekad se spoléhaji na své intuice ohtedn
otazky, zda sedpké slovo da aplikovat nasjaky konkrétni pipad. Baz nazyva tuto otazku,
pokud je vznesena v rdmci snahy otestovat filokoficteorii, ,teoretikovou otazkou“, a
vyzkumny program, ktery chéape odgdv na tuto otazky jako sva primérni data,
.pieviadajicim programem®. Proti namitkdm jej nejlém@ni Timothy Williamson ve své
knize The Philosophy of PhilosophySnaZi se nahradit mluveni o intuicich safjdfmi
zaklady pro pevladajici program, ten podl€jrspaiiva na nasi kazdodenni schopnosti soudit:
abychom mohli aplikovat naSe pojmy na skote gipady, Williamson postuluj&ontinuitu
mezi filozofickym mySlenim a ,zbytkem“ naSeho mysle Nicmére praw kontinuitu
s kEZnym mysSlenim si uZ pro sebe a OLP narokoval Balz e pra¥ zde se otevira hlavni
prostor pro porovnani oboutiptupi.

Prvni otdzka pro Williamsona zni: pokutl pdpowdi na teoretikovu otazku (n&glad
~Je pravda, Ze subjektvi y?*) lidé nedlaji nic jiného, nez co daji, kdyZz rikaji, Zze rkkdo
néco vi nebo nevi, jak to, Ze na ni davaji tak ramglibdpo¥di? Podle Williamsona jsou
zkratka rkteri lidé lepSi nez jini v aplikovani abstraktnich mojna komplexni fipady, a
kdyZ jedna skupina respondé&rdadpovi ,vi“ a druha ,nevi“ nadaky konkrétni filozoficky
piiklad, pak jedna z nich soudi spréwe druhd Spatn Ale kdo rozhodne, kterd skupina ma
pravdu a ktera se myli?¢ékdy se zda, Zze by to dh byt filozofové, protoZze ne vSichni
kompetentni mlugi jsou ,doli ve filozofii, ale jindy i Williamson uznavé, Zeamotni
filozofové se v odpaddi na teoretikovu otazku neshodnou, protoze jejichdilné teorie
kontaminuiji i jejich souzeni. Ale pokud se na odfabwa teoretikovu otdzku, zdaao je
piipadem pojmw, neshodnou olégjni lidé, a dokonce ani filozofove, kdo pak rozhedzda
jde opravdu o fipadx? Neni nakonec probléngkde v teoretiko¥ otdzce samotné? Vidime,
Ze Baz se zad#ii na Williamsonovo tvrzeni kontinuity mezi pouZzitimgitych slov v @Znych
kontextech a v mySlenkovych experimentech filéz&am si totiz kontinuitu narokuje pro
svou verzi OLP.

Mriviw s

jsou bezpochyby Gettierovyftipady poukazujici na neuplnost definice poznanio jak
duvodného pravdivéhoipswdceni. Ukitou variantu Gettierovaifpadu analyzuje i Baz a
snazi se dobrat jeji relevance pedty Zivot. Redstavme si Honzu, ktery ma znamou Jitku a
ta po mnoho let vlastnila auto kg Volkswagen. Honza si tedy mysli, Ze Jitka vlastn
némecké auto. Nevi ale, Ze jeji Volkswagen byl nedauvkraden, a Ze si Jitka mistéj n
koupila Opla. Teoretikova otazka, v které cely gipad konstruuje a kterou povazuje za
dilezitou pro swj epistemologicky program, zni: ,Vi Honza, Ze Jitdastni gmecké auto,
nebo vto jenom &i?“ Moderni epistemolog si mysli, Ze tuto otazkuizeme spravh
zodpowdét, protoZze schopnost ji zodp&ét je nutna pro pouziti slov v ni obsazenych
v béZném Zivot. Jsme zkratka kompetentni uzivatelé slov ,vi, Zea.tato slova maji stejny

% Williamson (2007).
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vyznam Vv teoretiko¥ otazce i v BZnych kontextech.

Baz z&ne svou destrukci z nekaného Uhlu: pobychom se vlasthna teoretikovu
otazku ngli zeptat? Pro potrebujeme ¥dét, zda Honza opravdu vi, Ze Jitka vlastaémecké
auto? No fteba proto, Ze ten, kdaeo vi, mize o tom ostatni ujistit. Nicmérmy, jakoZto
¢ten&i tohoto gipadu pece vime, Ze Jitka ma Opla, a tedynecké auto, a Zadné uisf od
Honzy nepadtebujeme. Dobra, my uji&ti nepotebujeme, ale dZeme si do fipadu
piimyslet rekoho tetiho, teba Agenta, a ten chceédét, jestli Jitka jezdi &meckym autem.
Ma se tedy Agent spolehnout na Honzovo &jii2 Ale ani Agent, zda se, se nepta na
teoretikovu otazku, zda Honza vi, jde mu spiSe, @ada se &co ma tak a tak, a od Honzy se
mu dostane uji8hi, Ze ano. A toto uji8hi mize byt Agentem vyhodnocenadzng, bud’ mu
bude stait informace, Ze Jitka donedavna jezdila Volkswagmna nebo mu tato informace
st&it nebude, a pak si to bude chtitétiv shm a jinak. Agentova otazka totiz zni, zdaalitk
jezdi rtmeckym autem, a zavisi na nadzoru a zkuSenosteéhiaktla se Agent s Honzovym
ujisténim spokoji. Agenta rozhodmezajima odpayd’ na otdzku, zda Honza vi to nebo ono.

Pokud ani Agenta nezajima otazka, zda Hor&a wi, gedstavme si dalSi postavu,
Soudce, s roli posoudit, zda sikae stala chyba a pokud ano, pak kde. Alaspoudce, zda
se, zajima, jestli Honza opravdédél, Ze Jitka vlastni #mecké auto. AvSak Soudce se
empaticky vZzije do Honzovy epistemologické situaeevSemi nam uz znadmymi omezenimi,
aby mohl posoudit, zda byl Honpgravren ujistit Agenta, Ze Jitka vlastnémecké auto. A
tato otdzka, na rozdil od teoretikovy otdzky, ngetinou spravnou odpe&w’, protoZze zavisi
na mnoha faktorech, okolnostectipadu a nakonec iie byt otazkou nazoru. Podle Baze
tedy neexistuje ¢&ny kontext, ve kterém bychom si poloZzili teoretikootazku, zda Honza vi
nebo nevi, zZe Jitka vliastridmecké auto.

Kazda otazka méagaky (el (point), se kterym se d& pracovat a kteryuje parametry
odpowdi a naSeho zajmu na ni. KdyZz n&kdo ujisti, mizeme se ptat, jestli je jeho ufigt
dostatené, rekdo uijistil nrekoho jiného a my se ptame, zda k tomé&l opravreni, nskdo el
néco hlidat a my se ptame, zda tadl paradrg, nékdo chce #co wdét a my se ptame, zda to
uz nevi. Ale takovyto &el nebo zajem nagei teoretiko¥ otdzce chybi, a to programgwa
proto se kompetentni mlgvnemajiceho chytit, kdyZ na ni odpovidaji, a neshodnoursee
disledkem oddeni ,sémantiky* od ,pragmatiky“: neni zde pouzeraiena pomysina
kontinuita mezi BZnym a filozofickym jazykem, ale také smysl tedtetiy otazky samotné,
protoZe jak odliSime situaci, kdy otazce rozumioek, situace, kdy si pouze myslime, Ze ji
rozumime, kdyZ Spatna odpwk/ na ni nenese Zadnou sankci ani se nijak neprojevjize se
sklada ze zndmych slov, ktera v jinych kontexteolgs davaji, nAm zde nepdite.

4. Kontextualismus a Fiklady

V souwasné analytické filozofii existuje pozice, kteravigmana jako pokegvani programu
OLP, a touto pozici je kontextualismus: pravdivelsty ,vi, Ze...” a jinych pipsani poznani
zavisi na kontextu promluvyClovék maze réco wdst v bszné situaci, ale iekvapiv totéz

muze nevdét v situaci filozofické, kdy je jeho poznani zpobmno skeptickym
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argumentem. Ono zpochybr zvySi naroky na poznani, &Amé poznani tak na statut
poznani uz nedosahne. (@pa pozice se nazyva invariantismus, kdypgani poznani je na
kontextu nezavislé, invariantni.) DeRdsse povaZuje za kontextualistu, ktery pakia

v programu OLP, a jeho spojeni ,sémantiky” a ,pragjky” a diraz na piklady z Ezného
Zivota se tomu zdaji na&covat. Nicmég debata mezi kontextualismem a invariantismem
vzdy predpoklada, Ze se ptame, zda ipgani poznanpravdivéci nepravdive coz odkazuje

k fascinaci pravdou, ktera je OLP cizi:

.--.Zapomeame, pro tentokrat a na chvili, na tu druhou zajimaetazku ,Je to
pravda“?®

DeRose povazuje Austina zaégibcka® kontextualismu, avSak tento rigdz na pravdu
prohlaSuje za podégly (troubling). Sowkasny kontextualismus je totiz v podstdeorii o
pravdivostnich podminkéach ,deklarativnich* (asadikych ¢i oznamovacich) & a jde mu o
odpowd’ na teoretikovu otazku.

R4

Podivejme se na shteré kontextualistické ifpady pipisovani poznani. Trais
nastiiuje nasledujici situaci: Hugo &te noviny aiika: ,Po¥ebuji trochu mléka do kavy.”
Otylka odpovida: ,Vi$, kde je.” Hugo, p&kud naStva# op&i: ,No, vlastré to nevim.
MozZna se do ledoky vloupala kéka, nebo tu mame velmi tichého zépel miéka, nebo se
vypailo nebo nahle ztuhlo.” Podle Travise pochybnddiré Hugo v tomto kontextu vznasi,
nejsou dostatmé, aby zpochybnily Otyino pfipsani poznani, a teoretikova otazka, zda je
pravda, Ze Hugo vi, bude zodgaena klads. Baz se vSak @p pta, za jakym &elem Otylka
svou ,askripci poznani“ provadi, a dochazi k&ay Zze kwli pokarani (ebukg, a smysl jeji
promluvy bude asi tento: ,Pokud chce$ mléko do kd@oydi si pro &) sam.” AvSak v tomto
piipact pak Hugovo ,vznédSeni pochybnosti“ neni ,relevantredostaténé”, ale naprosto
nesmysiné. V kontextu karani neni misto pro zpottbyéni, Hugo vibec nechape, co mu
Otylkatik4, a nebo se snazi o velmi Spatny vtip.

Travis konstruuje sYj priklad, aby ukézal, Ze vznaSeni pochybnosti a jejislraceni
zavisi na kontextu, proti invariantistovi zohbegicimu vSechny pochyby, a branil se tak
nékterym skeptikovym namitkam. Otyfho pripsani poznani Hugovi je podlgjnispgsné.
Baz vSak vidi prvni polovinu vyémy (Hugova odpodd’ je podle ®& nesmysind) v kontextu
pokarani, kdy nejde o fipsani poznani, kterézto poznani by bylécim Zadoucim
(achievement ale naopak ifitézi (liability), jako ¥eba ve zvolani ,Tys to celou tu dobu
védel!" Poznani jako pitéz neni ®co, na co by se filozofové,tauz kontextualist&l
invariantisté, zawgtovali, presto niize byt alespd stejré dulezité jako poznani ve smyslu
uspechu. Pokud &kohoobvinimz toho, Ze &co wdél, pak veSkeré eliminovani pochybnosti a
alternativ,¢i zkoumani dkazi (evidencg na které se epistemologie z&mje, mii Spatnym
smérem. Pokud Otylka Hugovi poznanfipsala, nechce poém uz zZadnou odp@d’ ani

* DeRose (2005).
® Austin (1979, 185 n).
® Travis (1989, s. 156).
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vyvraceni pochybnostti zkoumani dkazi, ona uz pedpoklada, ze mléko je v lednici, a
nepotebuje, aby ji o tom Hugo informoval ujiStoval. A tyto ,pragmatické” okolnosti také
radikalre poznenuji to, co funguje jako tah v této jazykovéehgipsani poznani a co je
naopak mimo ni. Mame zde tedy miniméldva heterogenni a na sebe neredukovatelné
~-modely* poznani, ,asgch” a ,pritéz", kteryzto rozdil tradini teoretik, & uz kontextualista
nebo invariantista, opomiji. MoZzna néegeqchozi analyzaifpadu miléka v lednici jenom
upozornila na opomijenou oblast poznani, kterouebttdba zahrnout do teoretického
programu, ktery ale sdm o solegitimné zkouma model poznani jako éshu. OvSem Baz

ma& pochybnosti o celém stasném epistemologickém programu.

DalSi epistemologicky zavaznyipad vymyslel DeRose: & a jeho Zena Katka jedou
v patek kolem banky, kde sétginou ukladaji hotovost. UZ jsou unaveni a tald &avrhne,
Ze se vrati zitra, v sobotu, a hotovost ulozi. Katknese pochybnost, protoZze spousta bank
byva v sobotu zaena, ale Lda ji ujist'uje: ,Ne, ja vim, Ze bude ot&gano. RPed d¥ma tydny
jsem tam v sobotu byl. Maji ot&ano az do poledne.” Katka vSak neifég&dcena, a pta se:
.Banky meni své oteviraci hodiny. Vi§, Ze tato bude zitevena?“ A tady L&a pizna:
,No, nevim, radiji zastavime a ujistime sé.DeRose chce, abychom intuitiprisli na to, Zze
prvni L&’ovo ,vim*“ je pravdivé a zarovei druha odpo¥d’ ,nevim“ je pravdiva, protoze se
mezitim znEnil kontext a Katka vznesla pochybnost. Nicet@az ot odmita pistoupit na
hru a tvrdi, Ze nejde o to, jestli jgigsani poznani Ldovi pravdivé nebo ne, ale jestli je
banka oteiena. Tradini teoretik tyto d¢ otdzky smiSuje a dostava se tak do probiém
Katka spiSe reaguje naddv divod, ktery uvadi pro své tvrzeni (,byl jsem tateg d¥ma
tydny"), atesi, jestli je rozumné se podle této informacddiaa odlozZit uloZeni pez na
sobotu. Otazka Ldova poznani celé situace je zde nadindecemantically idlg a Katina
opakovana otazka ,Vi§, Ze tato bude &dea?“ zni v naSemiikladé negirozere: Lada uz ji
swvij duvod fekl, nic nového ohlednznalosti a poznani oteviraci doby banky se gdu@
nedovi a ani nic nového vlastneteka. Oba ¥di, jakou informaci disponuiji, a jediné, co jim
zbyva, je rozhodnout se, jak se na zaklgm dostupné informace zachovat. Ohlédoho se
mohou neshodnout, ale ne ohlédndzky La’ova poznéni, kteraibec nenastava.

DalSim gikladem, jak teoretikova otdzka zkreslujgrqzenost a smysluplnost slov je
Coheriv letistni gipad: Marie a Jarda leti z Prahy do New Yorku dilkebchodni schzce
potrebuji, aby pesedali v Londy& Zaslechnou, jak seikdo pta pasazéra Novaka, jestli vi,
zda se v Londyh preseda. Novak se podiva do idida odpovi: ,Ano, vim, fesedame
v Londyre.” Marii to nest&i, obava se, Ze Novak di& je nespolehlivy, mize obsahovat
chybu, a také mohli na posledni chvili &mit letovy fad. Jarda s Marii souhlasi, Ze Novak
vlastre nevi, zda letadlo zastavi v Londyra rozhodnou se zeptat se letusky. Podle Cohena
tak nepipiSi Novakovi poznani. Baz vSak&@mechape, pose tadyesSi poznani, podlegp
Jarda s Marii &di, na zaklad ¢eho Novak tvrdi, Ze v Londynzastavi, jeho zaznam v dia
existuje aika totéz co Novak. Marii s Jardou jdiEpe o to, jestli letadlo zastavi v Londya

"DeRose (1992, s. 913).
& Cohen (1999, s. 58).
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ne o to, jestli to Novak vi, nebo jestli tdibec rgkdo vi. Kdyzieknou o Novakovi, Ze to
vlastre nevi, funguje tatodta jako ono Wittgensteinovo kolo ve stroji, ktegnhnapojeno na
Zadné jiné ozubené kolo a nema Zadnou funkci. Tikova otazka ,vix Zey?" se zde natolik
vzdaluje slowm, az je nesrozumitelna.

Poznani se tak v rukach teoretikovychninv onoho brouka v kratxie, ktery k niemu
neni, a nikomu ani nechybi. Vlastani nevime, jestli v krabte vibec je. To je dsledkem
piedstavy, ktera z nagld detektory pipadi poznéni skrze pravdiv& nepravdive ¥ty typu
~subjekt x vi y“. Podle Baze ale slova ,vi, Ze..." takto nefungwi,epistemologie by se
nentla zabyvat tim, co je propazii poznani, ale spiSe tim, jak se slova ,vi, Ze.olzivaji
smyslupl v riznych typech situaci, bez #&govani s otdzkou pravdy a nepravdy.
Kontextualista, i kdyZz se hlasi ktradici OLP, swtizky gesto formuluje v kategoriich
sémantiky a pragmatiky, jejichz odliSeni OLP zpdstuje. Zaplétd se tak do stejnych siti
jako jeho oponent, invariantista. Bazmetafyzicky minimalisticky projekt je tak vyzvaqaro
cely sodasny epistemologicky vyzkum, i pro &ast, ktera si za sva primarni data bere intuice
mluw¢ich ve vykonstruovanych myslenkovych experimentech.

5. Epilog

Pokud bychom ri zhodnotit silu Bazovych argumeéitpak je feba vyzvednoutiedevsim
vnitini konzistenci a propracovanost jeho pozice, kdyatige skryté pedpoklady v pozicich
svych protivnik a viastg i celé tradice. Jeho pozice stoji na mensSiktippredpoklad, a je
tedy metafyzicky le&i. V klicovem sporu okontinuitu mezi kEZnym mluvenim a
filozofovanim geswdcivé ukazuje, ze kdyz vyjdeme od detdila nezauj& zmapovaného
vyznamu slovavedét v obyejnych kontextech, neiie se nam podia konstruovat na jeho
zaklad dilemata a fiklady sokasné epistemologie. Jeji mysSlenkové experimenty jsozné
jenom diky pekrucovani tohoto slova a jeho tiepzenému uziti ze strany kontextualisticke i
invariantni tradice, a vlastni celé moderni epistemologie. Naopak Bazova OLPIgg
bézné mlue jak programow, tak fakticky. Jeho kritika viadnouciho epistenmptkeho
programu je podle nas Gtgma a mila by veést k opushi ¢ist¢ slovnich problém v teorii
poznani, jejichz vieSenimei piipadnym nevieSenim se nic nezmi. Obzvlast prazdnota a
sterilita mysSlenkovych experiménttypu Gettietv problém ¢i Cohenovy a de Roseovy
,<dilemata“ je demonstrovanargs\wdcivé. Pokud tyto filozofické fiklady néco ukazuji, pak
to neni nic ohledh poznani nebo dokonce teorie poznani, ale spiSsrjaino se nechaji
mluveéi anglictiny svést vhodé zvolenymi zavagicimi otdzkami a zkoumajtiste sve
neujaskné intuice ohleddqnékterych slov vytrzenych z kontextu. A na navradgohto slov
do jejich funkniho prostedi a jejich opravu je mistrem Baz.

Dv¢ dalezité a nefijemné otazky pro Bazovu OLP vSakstravaji: jeji vztah k tradici,
obzvlast novowkeé epistemologii, a zdaibec réco vyswtluje, ¢i zda nekolabuje na pouhou
rez na ocelové konstrukci mainstreamove filozdfiabizi vibec vlastni vysledky a program,
nebo bytost#é potrebuje kritizovat vysledky jinych filozdfa Zivit se jimi?
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Nejprve tedy vztah OLP k novékym predchidcim. Baz sam patenciti, Ze jeho
pozice bude vnimana jako extrémni odmitnuti cedélite, a na z&v celé knihy trochu
neorganicky fidava Epilog, kde za ipdchidce svého zjpsobu filozofovani o poznani
prohlaSuje potkud prekvapiw Kanta a jeho antinomie, protozeéghozice v antinomii maji
své divody a ffesto jsou proticidné. Jejich spor ale prameni spiSe z jazyka nekti. fTo
podle Baze fedznamenéva neplodnost spanezi kontextualisty a invariantisty ohledn
toho, zda subjektx v mysSlenkovém experimentu W nebo nevi. Kant sice ugtava
represencionalistou v jazyce, ale vidi spgavie pouhé transcendentalni pouziti piojneni
vlastre Zadnym pouzitim. To f¥e vypadat jako zajimava historicka analogie, adé& B
porgkud prettZzuje, kdyz za&ne vyswtlovat, kde udlal Kant chybu, kdyZz odpovidal na
Humovu skepsi. Dokonce Hume sam se pryl madsji soustedit na obyejnou praxi
pouzivani slova jicina“! To uz se dostavdame opravdu k anachronickémengseni
problémi filozofie dvacatého a jednadvacatého stoleti d@ raoderni doby, kdy hranice
mezi wdeckymi a ne#deckymi pojmy nebyla tbec jasd dana. Zkoumanim slov
~Substance, ,picina“, ,hmota“ se rad novowkci filozofové snazili pispét k védeckému
poznani své doby, jak také mnohokrat deklaruji. stamji tak ¥decké pojmy a jejich
aplikace v BZném Zivot je zajima spiSe okrajévDescartes, Leibnitz, Locke a Hume v3ak
podle Baze fedstavuji tradici, se kterou se OLP radikatnzchazi kuli jejimu dirazu na
piirodni wdy a porkud zjednoduSenému pohledu na jazyk. Pokud aletodmBechny rah
novowkeé filozofy (i napil s Kantem), co vlasthBazow OLP zbude?

MozZzna bude uzZitngjSi snazit se OLP do tradice zapojit, nez ji &taproti ni.
S Hobbesovym a Lockovym empirismemuie sdilet snahu po diskreditaci prazdnych
metafyzickych termif, v pfipadt sedmnéactého stoleti Slo o nefink a @Fezilé modely
scholastickych pojiin které nebyly pouzitelné v modernédé. Napiklad s Berkeleym by
Baz nasel mnoho programbivmetodologicky stynych ploch v jehd7ech dialozich kde se
brani n&eni, Ze jeho imaterialismus jde proti zdravému noaucommon sen3eBerkeley
zde hned na zatku svého sporu s materialistou stanovi jako pitayize za blizSi zdravému
rozumu bude prohlaSen ten filozoficky systém, ktaugle méa zneuzivat &2ny jazyk, coz je
vlastre i nazor Bazovi blizky. Mnoho arguménse t@i kolem toho, jestli by tdekl béZny
.nevziklanec”, tedy nefilozof. Dokonce i termin ,§8i swt“, ktery podle Baze ztrati svou
filozofickou atraktivitu az u Heideggera a na ktar&ant vybudoval podstatnatést svého
systému, je uz Berkeleym odmitnut jako filozofiakgsmysl, ktery v metafyzice, ktera chce
pomahat ¥dé vyswtlovat s\t, nehraje Zadnou uziteou explanani roli.

Zastavme se na chvili u filozoficky frekventovanghgmu ,vrgjSi swt“. Descartes
jeho existenci ve svychleditacichmetodologicky zpochytuje, protoze mé celkenmrgsnou
piedstavu o hierarchiidd, mezi nimiz zaujimaji igdni mista fyzika a matematika. ,¥j8i
swt" tvori v podstat predntty s fyzikalnimi vlastnostmi, jako jsou hmotnosbzner, atd.
Op&ny, tzv. ,vnitini swt* tvoti subjektivni peoitky, ideje, které jsou odrazengai venku. |
tuto stranu ma Descartes zmapovanou, dikyDsegtrice a zkoumani mozkurpdklada raé

° Berkeley (2007).
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védeckou teorii vnimani. V 17. a @@tkem 18. stoleti je pojem ,¥8i swt* ukotven
v tehdejSi ¥decké diskuzi o vztahuéei a mysli,feceno dnesSnimi slovy o vztahu fyziky a
psychologie. Neni to pojeniisté filozoficky, Descartes, Malebranche, Locke, Letbni
Berkeley ho pouZivaji ssdeckymi ambicemi. Berkeley hotbe popirat, protoZe v rdmci
jeho optiky je pro vysstleni vnimani nadbytay. Je&t Hume pro &j ve své psychologizujici
ontologii nenajde uplatimi. OvSem kdyZ ztrati sy Zivotadarny ¥decky kontext, stane se
VNEJSI swt" pojmem giste filozofickym a spekulativnim, jehoz dokézamivyvraceni vyjde
nastejno. Tuto zemu v3ak Baz neni schopen zaregistrovat, jelitsnp synchronni
wittgensteinovska metafilozofie vidi filozofické &aky jakoby befaso, absolutd, a
nedokéaze uchopit historickou Zmu problému z &deckého naisté spekulativni.

Tim se dostavame k nasi druhé vytce Bazovi: pokLB @egedstavuje tak radikalni
rozchod s empiristickou tradici, jak to vidi Baakpneni ani sama tak negativistickd, jak ji
lici. Tradini filozof bude totiz po fecteni Bazovy knihy citit frustraci z toho, jak malo
filozofie mu zbude, jeho otazky jsou v ni popisoyajako hadanky fuzzlé a obtize
(difficulty), ze kterych jefeba se vymotat{sentangle a conceptual tanjjléasto za pomaoci
terapie. Uvedeny slovnik odkazuje k Wittgenstethawetafilozofii, kterou Baz naduziva ke
Skoct celého svého projektu. DneSni analyticky filozaftiz sama sebe nevidi jako
bloudiciho, myliciho s&i nemocného, naopak chce na své otazky, které pgaza
legitimni, odpo¥di. Zde mohl Baz daleko vice vyuzit metafilozofickymyslenek svého
druhého favorita, J. L. Austina. Nidklad jeho metafora filozofie jako centrélniho odkd, ze
kterého se postupnodctluji jednotlivé planety, vychladaji a ustavuji diastni drdhu a
metody, by mu pomohla integrovat do svékibghu filozofii a rodici se &y rare moderniho
obdobi, s tim, Ze coustava uprosed, je pdad jeS¥ zajimava si&s velmi heterogennich a
mnohdy i legitimnich otazek, kliégni jazykové povahy. Austinovu hlavni epistemologiaok
knihu Sense and SensibitfaBaz ténst vibec necituje, a préwona by mu pomohla propojit
lingvistickou analyzu s tradiimi piiklady nespolehlivosti naSich smigsV tzv. argumentu
ziluze. Mozna by jeho OLP pak nevypadala tak nedr@, ale podens tradici, coz by
nemuselo nijak ubrat na kvaita pfikaznosti jejim argumeftn wvicéi sowasné
epistemologické produkci.

Radikalni rozkol mezi OLP a sgasnhou epistemologii je vSakgsto teba vyesit
piiklonénim se na stranu OLP, a odmitnutim dneSnihosapu kladeni otazek, jakkoli
smyslupl se ntize jevit svym zastaiien, protoZze mezi nim a tragii raré novowkou
filozofickou epistemologii doSlo kidezitému osamostaini se ¥deckého zfisobufeSeni
problémi, které vyprazdnilo ¢které otazky. Provadime tak zdaslitytéZ pohyby jako nasi
filozofi ¢ti predchidci, ale hrajeme uz Gpdninou hru.

10 Austin (1964).
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